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G1-1 The County has included extensive measures within the DEIR to protect biological 
resources and water resources in the unincorporated area.   

 
G1-2 The County appreciates the support and the participation of the Audubon Society in 

the preparation of the General Plan Update.  It should be noted that the proposed 
General Plan would not necessarily result in larger lot sizes in the backcountry but 
would result in lower densities. 

 
G1-3 The County acknowledges and appreciates this comment. 
 
G1-4 The County does not concur that community plans are less restrictive than the 

General Plan.  Based on careful review, the County has found that the community 
plans are internally consistent with the rest of the proposed General Plan.  Since the 
comment does not offer any supporting evidence to the contrary, further response is 
not provided.  However, it should be noted that the following has been added to the 
Community Plan section of the Land Use Element: 

 
 "As required by State law, the Community Plans must be internally consistent with 

the General Plan." 
 
G1-5 The General Plan Update and DEIR plan for and address the foreseeable future 

conditions.  While the County agrees that climate change may affect groundwater 
supplies, and that planning changes would then be required, to plan for that scenario 
within the General Plan Update would be speculative.  Also refer to Section 2.2.3 of 
the General Plan Update Groundwater Study which provides a discussion into the 
complexities of climate change’s potential effect on groundwater supplies. 

 
G1-6 While it may seem counterintuitive, planning for higher density within Borrego 

Springs allows the potential for excessive water uses, which are the prime 
contributions to the overdraft conditions, such as agricultural irrigation in the area, to 
be converted to lower water use residential.  One acre of irrigated agricultural land 
equates to 4 or 5 residential homes worth of water.  For an area designated as 1 
du/4 acres, conversion of agricultural land to residential would result in a significant 
reduction in water use (15 to 20 times less water over a 4-acre parcel).   

 
G1-7 The statement "Encourage programs to alleviate overdraft conditions in Borrego 

Valley," is just one component of Policy LU-8.2.  This component is intended to 
provide support in particular to Borrego Valley Water District and the programs it is 
initiating to address groundwater supply.  Individual projects are conditioned to 
mitigate for groundwater impacts.  It should be noted that while the County's General 
Plan affects how water resources will be used in the unincorporated area, the County 
does not have jurisdiction over water supply and distribution.  As such, stronger 
statements and policies regarding water/groundwater programs would be 
inappropriate. 

 
G1-8 The County does not agree with this comment.  The proposal to increase residential 

density in some areas of Borrego Springs is intended to reduce groundwater 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter G 1, Audubon Society (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page G1-4 
October 2010 

consumption through conversion of on-going agriculture land uses to less water-
intensive uses.  Also see response to comment G1-6 above. 

 
G1-9 The County does not agree that an implementation policy is necessary that would 

prohibit changes to lot sizes or subdivision approvals that would force the County 
Water Authority (CWA) service boundary to expand.  The County considered the 
CWA service boundary when developing the land use map.  In addition, the Land 
Use Element includes policies that restrict the expansion of Village densities such as: 
LU-1.2 regional Categories Map Amendments, LU-1.3 Initiation of Plan 
Amendments, and LU-1.4 Leapfrog Development.  Also, policy LU-14.4 Sewer 
Facilities limits the expansion of sewer facilities. 

 
G1-10 The County does not agree with this comment.  Reasonable mitigating measures are 

implemented on a regular basis to reduce potential impacts of development on 
watersheds, wetlands, and water-dependent species.  The County has initiated 
numerous ordinances, policies, and guidance documents to ensure that such 
impacts are minimized (e.g., Resource Protection Ordinance, Guidelines for 
Determining Significance, Watershed Protection Ordinance, etc.).  However, 
protections for natural resources actually fall under the jurisdiction of other agencies 
such as the California Department of Fish and Game, the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and the US Fish and Wildlife Service.  Policies that address 
potentially decreased precipitation conditions in the future are too speculative to 
incorporate into this General Plan Update or the DEIR. 

  
G1-11 The General Plan Update and DEIR plan for and address the foreseeable future 

conditions.  To plan for different climate change scenarios within the General Plan 
Update would be speculative.  Also see responses to comments G1-5 and G1-10 
above. 

 
G1-12 The County agrees with this comment and strives to educate the public on 

reasonable defensible space concepts that minimize environmental impacts. 
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G2-1 This comment is an introduction to the comments that are addressed in responses 
G2-2 through G2-206.  It does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

G2-2 This comment provides a quote from the DEIR.  It does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-3 The County appreciates and acknowledges this information.  However, existing 
conditions provided in the DEIR describe conditions on or around April 2008, which 
is when the Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated for public review and 
therefore is the date established for the environmental baseline.  This is consistent 
with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states, “an EIR must include a 
description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as 
they exist at the time the Notice of Preparation is published.”  As such, no revisions 
were made to the DEIR in response to this comment.  Additionally, the DEIR must 
analyze the worst-case potential environmental impacts of build-out of the General 
Plan Update.  Therefore, if actual population and development growth would be less 
than the build-out assumed in the DEIR, as implied by the commenter, the DEIR 
would be a conservative analysis of environmental impacts and would adequately 
account for potential impacts of this population growth and development. 

G2-4 The County appreciates and acknowledges this information regarding 
homelessness.  However, existing conditions provided in the DEIR describe 
conditions on or around April 2008, which is when the NOP was circulated for public 
review and the date established for the environmental baseline.  As such, no 
revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this comment.  Refer to response to 
comment G2-3 for additional information.  

G2-5 The County disagrees with the comment that the population growth predicted for the 
unincorporated County is overstated in the DEIR.  As stated in the responses to 
comments G2-3 and G2-4, existing conditions provided in the DEIR describe 
conditions on or around April 2008, which is when the NOP was circulated for public 
review and the date established for the environmental baseline.  No revisions were to 
the DEIR were required in response to this comment.  Additionally, if actual 
population and development in the County is less than the build-out assumed in the 
DEIR, the DEIR would still account for the potential environmental impacts of the 
reduced population growth and development by analyzing a more conservative 
population scenario. 

G2-6 The County disagrees with the comment that the DEIR should be recalculated based 
on current economic conditions in the United States, California, and the County.  
Refer to response to comment G2-3.  Existing conditions provided in the DEIR 
describe conditions on or around April 2008, which is when the NOP was circulated 
for public review and therefore is the date established for the environmental 
baseline.  As such, no revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this 
comment.  Additionally, the prediction of future economic recovery and long-term 
impacts of current nationwide, State, and regional economic conditions on the 
unincorporated County would be speculative and outside the scope of the DEIR.  As 
stated in Section 15145 of the CEQA Guidelines, if a Lead Agency finds that an 
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impact is too speculative for evaluation it should note its conclusion and terminate 
discussion of the impact.  The DEIR notes in Section 1.13.2, Differences with 
SANDAG Population Model Forecast, that SANDAG will likely publish a lower 
population growth forecast in the future.  However, because this information is not 
yet available, analysis of a lower growth scenario would not be appropriate.  

G2-7 This comment provides a quotation from an online article regarding economic 
conditions and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required.   

G2-8 The County disagrees with the comment that the DEIR population forecast is no 
longer pertinent.  Refer to response to comment G2-3.  Existing conditions provided 
in the DEIR describe conditions on or around April 2008, which is when the NOP was 
circulated for public review and therefore is the date established for the 
environmental baseline.  As stated in the comment, the economic conditions to which 
the commenter is referring began in September 2008, which followed the NOP 
circulation by several months.  The DEIR notes in Section 1.13.2, Differences with 
SANDAG Population Model Forecast, that SANDAG will likely publish a lower 
population growth forecast in the future.  However, because this information is not 
yet available, analysis of a lower population growth scenario would not be 
appropriate.  As such, no revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this 
comment.  

 This comment also states that current economic conditions would result in a 
diminished future growth within the County.  This statement is speculative; therefore, 
the County neither agrees nor disagrees with this statement.  Refer to response to 
comment G2-6 for CEQA Guidelines information regarding the analysis of 
speculative impacts.  The County disagrees that the potential for lower population 
growth in the County would make the DEIR inaccurate.  If actual population and 
development growth would be less than the build-out assumed in the DEIR, the 
DEIR would adequately account for potential environmental impacts of this reduced 
population growth and development by analyzing a more conservative population 
scenario. 

G2-9 The County disagrees with the comment, which reiterates comments G2-6 and G2-8.  
Refer to responses to comments G2-6 and G2-8 for responses to this comment.  The 
population information provided in the DEIR describes conditions on or around April 
2008, which is when the NOP was circulated for public review and therefore is the 
date established for the environmental baseline, consistent with Section 15125 of the 
CEQA Guidelines.  No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this 
comment. 

G2-10 The County disagrees with the comment that the DEIR should have been updated to 
reflect current economic conditions because the economic crisis has been known 
since September 2008.  Existing conditions provided in the DEIR describe conditions 
on or around April 2008, which is when the NOP was circulated for public review and 
therefore is the date established for the environmental baseline, consistent with 
Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines.  As stated by the commenter in comment 
G2-8, the economic crisis did not begin until months after the NOP was circulated.  
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Therefore, even though the commenter feels that adequate time existed to revise the 
EIR baseline, the population growth forecast used in the DEIR is consistent with the 
CEQA Guidelines.  Further, the DEIR notes in Section 1.13.2, Differences with 
SANDAG Population Model Forecast, that SANDAG will likely publish a lower 
population growth forecast in the future.  However, because this information is not 
yet available, analysis of a lower population growth scenario would not be 
appropriate.  As such, no revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this 
comment.   

G2-11 The County disagrees that it chose to ignore a change in economic climate that 
would alter the population growth forecast for the County.  SANDAG routinely 
updates its population forecast, and as a result, the next forecast will likely reflect 
any recent population and housing trends that may have resulted from current 
economic conditions.  However, as stated in the DEIR quote provided in the 
comment, SANDAG has not yet published a new population forecast for the County.  
Therefore, this forecast was not available for use as the DEIR baseline for future 
population growth.  The County did not ignore changes in the economic climate.  
Rather, a population forecast that reflects recent economic conditions is not yet 
available.  Also, as stated in response to comment G2-10, existing conditions 
provided in the DEIR describe conditions on or around April 2008, which is when the 
NOP was circulated for public review, consistent with Section 15125 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

G2-12 The County disagrees with this comment that no explanation for using the higher 
population forecast in the DEIR is provided.  An explanation of the use of the 
SANDAG forecast is provided in Section 1.13.2, Differences with SANDAG 
Population Model Forecast.  As stated in this section, the regional planning 
documents used in preparing analyses in the DEIR are based on the SANDAG 
forecasts.  Additionally, the use of the SANDAG number is consistent with CEQA.  
As discussed in response to comment G2-3, the DEIR is intended to analyze the 
worst-case potential environmental impacts of build-out of the General Plan Update, 
consistent with Section 15003(i) of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires that an EIR 
make a good-faith effort at full disclosure of potential environmental impacts.  To 
provide additional clarity, this section of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 

“Despite the difference in population forecasts between the County’s model and 
SANDAG’s model, the higher number provided by SANDAG was incorporated into 
the environmental analysis where appropriate for issues where the most important 
factor in determining impacts was the future population number, such as in the 
Population and Housing section (see Chapter 2.12), because the SANDAG forecast 
represents the more conservative population forecast.” 

 The County also disagrees that the SANDAG population forecast was used to ramp 
up the building potential of the unincorporated County.  The correct explanation for 
the use of the SANDAG population forecast is provided above.  Additionally, the 
DEIR does not determine the building potential of the unincorporated County, as the 
commenter implies.  The General Plan Update land use map determines the building 
potential.  As stated in Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is an 
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informational document which will inform public agency decision makers and the 
public of the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project.  The DEIR 
analyzes the potential environmental impacts of future development accommodated 
by the land use designations proposed in the General Plan Update. 

G2-13 This comment reiterates the opinions stated in comments G2-6, G2-11, and G2-12.  
Refer to the responses to these comments.  As discussed in these responses, the 
use of SANDAG’s growth forecast is consistent with the CEQA Guidelines for 
determining baseline conditions, an updated population forecast reflecting a slow-
down in regional growth in not yet available, and the higher SANDAG forecast was 
used because it represents a more conservative forecast. 

G2-14 This comment correctly states that SANDAG forecasts are based on information 
provided by the County.  However, this comment incorrectly implies that the 
SANDAG forecast identified in the 2004 Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) is the 
population growth forecast used in the DEIR.  As stated in Section 1.13.2 of the 
DEIR, Differences with SANDAG Population Model Forecast, the DEIR uses the 
2008 SANDAG population forecast.  Therefore, the DEIR is based on the most 
recent population forecast available during or around April 2008, which is when the 
NOP was circulated for public review and the date established for the environmental 
baseline.  Additionally, as stated in the quote provided in comment G2-15, the 2004 
RCP forecast is based on the 2002 Working Copy land use map.  As discussed in 
Section 1.12.1.1 of the DEIR, County Board of Supervisors and Planning 
Commission Actions, in June 2004 the Referral Alternative Map replaced the 
previous land use maps, including the working copy land use map, as the land use 
map for the environmental analysis in the DEIR.  Therefore, while the County 
information provided to SANDAG for the preparation of the 2004 RCP was the most 
recent data available during preparation of the RCP, it is now out of date and was not 
used in the environmental analysis of the DEIR. 

G2-15 This comment provides quotations from two SANDAG documents and does not raise 
a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

G2-16 The County disagrees that the population forecasts developed by SANDAG are 
faulty because they are based on County-provided data.  This comment incorrectly 
identifies SANDAG forecasts as “population targets.”  SANDAG forecasts are not 
intended to set a goal for the future population of the County.  The forecasts are 
intended to provide an estimate of future population growth in the County for 
planning purposes.  SANDAG is the regional planning agency for San Diego County, 
made up of the 18 incorporated cities and the County.  SANDAG relies on 
information provided by the incorporated cities and the County because each 
jurisdiction is in charge of its own planning, including proposed land uses, and 
ultimately determines the level of future growth within its jurisdiction.  SANDAG 
provides a forum for coordinated planning on regional issues.  As stated in the 2030 
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Regional Growth Forecast Update: Process and Model Documentation, published by 
SANDAG in April 20081:  

“The 2030 Regional Growth Forecast Update is based solely on the current, adopted 
general and community plans of the 18 cities, and the most recent (June 2006) 
version of the County’s General Plan update.  It includes no assumptions about how 
local plans and policies might evolve over time in response to the region’s continuing 
growth.  The current forecast provides an assessment of where our plans of today, if 
left unchanged, will likely take us in coming decades.” 

 SANDAG prepares its forecasts using the most up to date planning information 
available during forecast preparation, which in the case of the 2030 Regional Growth 
Forecast Update was the June 2006 version of the County’s General Plan Update.  
SANDAG recognizes that conditions in the County may change, as well as the plans 
and policies on which the population forecasts are based; however, it does not 
speculate on what these changes might be.  Therefore, as a result of changing 
conditions in the region, SANDAG periodically updates its population forecast.  The 
DEIR used the most recent population forecast available at the time of DEIR 
preparation, the July 2008 forecast.  Additionally, the above quote disputes the 
commenter’s claim that SANDAG “targets” reflect a predetermined capacity.  The 
SANDAG population forecast is an assessment of future conditions based on the 
planning documents of the jurisdictions in the region; it does not represent the 
capacity of the region. 

The County also disagrees with the suggestion that the County relies on SANDAG 
data as “superior expertise.”  As described in Section 1.13.2 of the DEIR, Differences 
with SANDAG Population Model Forecast, regional planning documents, including 
SANDAG documents, were used in EIR preparation.  As the regional planning 
agency for San Diego County, SANDAG documents represent a source of 
comprehensive information for the County.  The County does not use SANDAG 
documents based on superior expertise; rather, they are used because of their 
relevance to the environmental analysis, especially for issues that are regional in 
nature.  For example, under the Impact Analysis heading of Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1 
– Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, under the heading Regional 
Roadway Facilities, the DEIR states that the 2030 RTP provides the planning 
foundation for transportation improvements throughout the San Diego region through 
the year 2030.  The traffic impact analysis prepared for the 2030 RTP EIR evaluated 
potential impacts associated with regional roadway facilities, while accounting for the 
planning efforts of local governments, including the proposed General Plan Update.  
Therefore, the RTP prepared by SANDAG was the appropriate document to use for 
the analysis of General Plan Update impacts associated with regional roadways in 
the unincorporated County.  Please refer to response to comment G2-13 regarding 
the use of the SANDAG population forecast in the DEIR analysis.  The SANDAG 
population forecast was used because it represents the more conservative forecast. 

                                                                 
1
 San Diego Association of Governments.  2030 Regional Growth Forecast Update: Process and Model 

Documentation. April 2008. Online URL: 
http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_833_3750.pdf 

http://www.sandag.org/uploads/publicationid/publicationid_833_3750.pdf
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The County also disagrees with the assertion that use of SANDAG information is a 
misrepresentation of population forecasts because the SANDAG results are created 
by the County.  SANDAG results are not created by the County.  As described in the 
quote provided from the 2030 Regional Growth Forecast Update, the County 
provides data that SANDAG uses in its modeling process.  The type of data provided 
by the County is consistent with type data that is gathered from the 18 incorporated 
cities.  Both the County data and data from the incorporated cities are used by 
SANDAG.  As described above, SANDAG relies on information provided by the 
County and incorporated cities because each jurisdiction ultimately determines future 
growth within its jurisdiction.  No one jurisdiction “creates” a result; rather, the data 
from the County is one component of the SANDAG modeling process.  Therefore, 
use of SANDAG data is not a fraudulent misrepresentation of the County’s 
population forecast.  The differences between the SANDAG population model and 
the County’s model are disclosed in Section 1.13.2 of the DEIR, Differences with 
SANDAG Population Model Forecast. 

G2-17 This comment incorrectly links the SANDAG 2005 population estimate’s role in the 
County’s population forecast with the April 2008 SANDAG population forecast and 
estimate.  The County of San Diego has used, since that time, existing land use 
data, constraints and population estimates from 2005 in the population model.  Since 
one of the main uses of the Population Model was for comparing alternatives, when 
SANDAG released updated population estimates the County did not revise the “Base 
Year” of 2005 in the population model.  The population forecast makes a prediction 
of future population growth in the unincorporated County, as described in response 
to comment G2-16.  The population estimates annually released by SANDAG reflect 
the population for a given year based on local assumptions and data from the U.S. 
Census Bureau and the California Department of Finance2.  This estimate is 
intended to reflect existing conditions and does not make a prediction of future 
population.  Additionally SANDAG develops population forecasts which use plans in 
the region to assume where growth will take place for Transportation and Regional 
Planning Purposes.  This model, and differences with the County’s Model, is 
explained further in the DEIR, Section 1.13.2. 

G2-18 The County disagrees with the comment that no evidence is available to support the 
County’s population forecast number.  Substantial evidence is the basis for 
determining an environmental impact, as identified in Section 15064(f) of the CEQA 
Guidelines.  Section 15384 of the CEQA Guidelines defines substantial evidence as 
“enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information that a 
fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions 
might also be reached.” 

 The DEIR provides substantial evidence that supports the use of the County’s 
population forecast model.  The comment incorrectly implies that the DEIR is based 
on a population forecast derived from an unpublished 2006 draft of the General Plan 
Update.  Please refer to response to comment G2-16 regarding the methodology of 

                                                                 
2
 San Diego Association of Governments, 2009. “Annual population totals released.” Online URL: 

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?newsid=383&fuseaction=news.detail Accessed October 26, 2009 

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?newsid=383&fuseaction=news.detail
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the 2030 Regional Growth Forecast Update.  SANDAG’s Regional Growth Forecast 
Update was based on the information provided in the 2006 draft of the General Plan 
Update, not the County’s population forecast.  The County’s population forecast is 
based on the County’s population forecast model, described in DEIR Section 1.13.1, 
Components of the County Population Forecast Model.  As stated in this section: 

“The County’s model identifies the number of future residential units that would be 
allowed at build-out according to the proposed land use map and existing 
constraints.  From this information, the forecast population is derived by considering 
several additional factors, such as existing population, population living in group 
quarters, vacancy rate, and persons per household.” 

This section of the DEIR details the primary components of the County’s population 
model, including the sources of all data used in the forecast, and the results of the 
model.  Therefore, the DEIR provides substantial evidence for the validity for the 
County’s population forecast model, which was used to develop the County’s 
population forecast.  This information was made available for review by the public 
and decision makers in the DEIR. 

The County also disagrees with the assertion that the DEIR does not provide 
evidence required by CEQA for the source of SANDAG data used for SANDAG’s 
2005 population estimate.  The source of the data used by the County is SANDAG’s 
population estimate, as provided in Section 1.13.1 of the DEIR.  The DEIR is not 
required under CEQA to provide the source used by SANDAG, only the source of 
data used by the County.  Section 15148 of the CEQA Guidelines states that that an 
EIR shall cite all documents used in preparation of the EIR.  Section 15384 of the 
CEQA Guidelines (quoted above) regarding substantial evidence does not require an 
EIR to provide to sources of references used in the EIR, only enough relevant 
information to support the conclusion in the EIR.  The source of the County’s 
population estimate is cited in the DEIR and represents the relevant information for 
this conclusion.  Therefore, the DEIR is consistent with CEQA regarding substantial 
evidence and references.  Additionally, the DEIR does generally provide the source 
of SANDAG’s population data.  As stated in Section 1.13.1 of the DEIR, SANDAG is 
the Regional Census Data Center for the San Diego region.  SANDAG /SourcePoint 
keeps a complete inventory of data released from the 1990 and 2000 Censuses and  
each year, SANDAG produces estimates of population and housing characteristics 
according to geographic areas within the County. 

Please refer to response to comment G2-12 regarding the use of the SANDAG 
population forecast for some DEIR environmental analyses.  Clarifying text has been 
added to DEIR Section 1.13.2, Differences with SANDAG Population Model 
Forecast, explaining that the SANDAG forecast was used in the DEIR because it 
represents the more conservative population forecast.   

G2-19 The County does not agree with this comment.  As discussed in the response to 
comment G-18, the DEIR provides substantial evidence, as defined in Section 15384 
of the CEQA Guidelines, to support the use of the County’s population forecast and 
SANDAG’s population forecast.  Similarly, the environmental analyses provided in 
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DEIR Section 2.12, Population and Housing, provide substantial evidence to support 
the conclusions made in this section. 

 In Section 2.12.3.1, Issue 1: Population Growth, the DEIR provides relevant 
population data information from the Department of Finance and SANDAG, both of 
which are discussed further in Chapter 1.0, Project Description.  The analysis 
compared the growth accommodated by the General Plan Update to the population 
projections from both data sources to determine whether the General Plan Update 
would induce additional growth beyond what is forecasted for the unincorporated 
area.  In Section 2.13.3.2, Issue 2: Displacement of Housing, the DEIR provides the 
methodology for the three types of analyses conducted to determine whether the 
proposed land use map would produce adequate levels of dwelling units to house 
future population growth.  Additionally, the proposed land use map is compared to 
existing land uses in the County to determine if the future development of non-
residential land uses would displace any existing residential land uses.  The 
conclusion provided in Section 2.12.3.2 also supports the conclusion provided in 
Section 2.13.3.3, Issue 3: Displacement of People.  DEIR Section 2.12.4, Cumulative 
Impacts, provides a description of the plans and regulations that the cumulative 
projects identified in Chapter 1.0, Project Description, would be required to comply 
with that would reduce cumulative impacts to below a significant level.  Therefore, 
substantial evidence is provided to support the conclusions provided in Section 2.12, 
Population and Housing. 

G2-20 This comment reiterates comments G2-11 through G2-19, with which the County 
disagrees.  Refer to the responses to these prior comments for a detailed response 
to this comment.  As discussed in these responses, the population information 
provided in the DEIR is accurate and was obtained from an appropriate source.  The 
higher population projection from SANDAG is used in the DEIR analysis because it 
represents the more conservative forecast which results in a worst-case analysis of 
environmental impacts.  Current economic conditions are not accounted for in the 
DEIR because the existing conditions provided in the DEIR describe conditions on or 
around April 2008, which is when the NOP was circulated for public review and is the 
date established for the environmental baseline.  This is consistent with Section 
15125 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

G2-21 This comment reiterates comments G2-2 through G2-20.  Refer to the responses to 
these prior comments for a detailed response to this comment.  As discussed in 
these comments, the information presented in the DEIR regarding population 
forecasts is accurate and obtained from appropriate sources.  Additionally, the 
sources for the information provided in the DEIR, including population forecasts, are 
provided in DEIR Chapter 5.0, References, which is available for review by the public 
and the decision makers. 

G2-22 This comment quotes a section of the CEQA Guidelines.  It does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-23 The County disagrees that the DEIR is incomplete without the information requested 
in comment G2-2 through G2-21 regarding current economic conditions because this 
information was known prior to the public review DEIR release date.  Refer to 
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response to comment G2-10.  Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, 
existing conditions provided in the DEIR describe conditions on or around April 2008, 
which is when the NOP was circulated for public review and therefore is the date 
established for the environmental baseline.  As discussed in the responses to 
comments G2-2 through G2-21, the information provided in the DEIR regarding 
population forecasts is accurate and complete.  Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR 
are necessary as a result of this comment. 

G2-24 The County disagrees that the DEIR should be revised to include a population 
forecast that considers current economic conditions.  Refer to responses to 
comments G2-2 through G4-23 for a detailed response to this comment.  As 
discussed in response G2-11, the County acknowledges that SANDAG will likely 
publish a lower population growth forecast.  However, this forecast was not available 
for use as the environmental baseline for future population growth identified in the 
DEIR.  Existing conditions provided in the DEIR describe conditions on or around 
April of 2008, which is when the NOP was circulated for public review and therefore 
is the date established for the environmental baseline.  This is consistent with 
Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Furthermore, a revised SANDAG population 
growth forecast is still not available, as of the date of the comment letter on 
August 31, 2009.  Because this information is not yet available, analysis of a lower 
population growth scenario would not be appropriate.  No revisions to the DEIR were 
made in response to this comment. 

G2-25 The County disagrees with the comment.  Refer to responses to comments G2-2 
through G2-24 regarding the population forecast used in the DEIR.  This comment 
also introduces a set of comments related to public safety that are addressed in 
responses to comments G2-26 through G2-38.  It does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-26 The County disagrees with this comment.  The quote provided in the comment from 
DEIR Section 2.13.3.1, Issue 1: Fire Protection Services is a conclusion from the 
Impact Analysis regarding the potential impacts of the General Plan Update.  The 
point of this statement is that future development under the General Plan Update 
would result in the need for new or expanded facilities to meet acceptable travel 
times, because the construction of these new or expanded facilities would have 
significant effects on the environment.  Therefore, this section of the DEIR concludes 
that the General Plan Update would result in a potentially significant impact.  As 
discussed in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(d), the lead agency shall consider the 
direct and indirect physical changes in the environment which may be caused by 
project.  Travel times are only relevant in the context of the provision of services to 
determine if new or expanded facilities are needed.  In this case, the physical change 
in the environment would be from the construction or expansion of fire facilities.  
DEIR Section 2.13.6.1, Issue 1: Fire Protection Services identifies mitigation 
measures that would be implemented to reduce the impact to a less than significant 
level.  In addition, the DEIR states that mitigation measures identified in Sections 2.1 
through 2.17 would also mitigate impacts related to the construction or expansion of 
fire protection facilities and incorporates these measures by reference.  
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G2-27 The County does not agree with this comment.  Section 2.13.6.1 of the DEIR, Issue 
1: Fire Protection Services includes General Plan Policy S-6.3, Funding Fire 
Protection Services, which requires development to contribute its fair share towards 
funding the provision of fire protection services.  Therefore, the DEIR does include a 
mechanism to demonstrate that funding for new fire facilities would be provided 
concurrent with anticipated growth.  

G2-28 The opinion expressed in this comment is speculative and no evidence is provided to 
support it.  No further response is required.  

G2-29 The County disagrees with this comment.  The assertions that “fair share” 
contributions would not be adequate and that the County will approve projects with 
inadequate fire protection are unsubstantiated and speculative.  Further, previous 
County planning decisions are not germane to the proposed project or within the 
purview of the DEIR.  Section 2.13.6.1, Issue 1: Fire Protection Services provides a 
number of General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that would ensure 
future development is provided with adequate fire protection service and existing 
services are not impaired.  For example, General Plan Update Policy LU-1.6, Village 
Expansion, would allow new Village development only in cases where existing 
services could support the expansion without a reduction of public services.  General 
Plan Policy S-6.2, Fire Protection for Multi-Story Developments, requires 
coordination with fire providers to improve fire protection services for multi-story 
construction.  Policy S-6.4, Fire Protection Services for Development, requires that 
development demonstrate fire services can be provided that meet County required 
minimum travel times.  General Plan Update Policy S-6.5, Concurrency of Fire 
Protection Services, requires fire protection staffing, facilities, and equipment 
required to serve development are operating prior to, or in conjunction with 
development.  Mitigation measure Pub-1.3 would limit unexpected demands for new 
or expanded public services.  Pub-1.4 would limit future development in hazardous 
wildfire areas so that extensive fire protection facilities are not necessary.  Mitigation 
measure Pub-1.5 would require future projects to obtain service commitments from 
fire protection districts.  Therefore, the DEIR identifies numerous General Plan 
Update policies and mitigation measures that would ensure adequate fire protection 
services are provided for both new and existing development. 

G2-30 This comment does not address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or 
accuracy of the DEIR and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  

G2-31 This comment does not address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or 
accuracy of the DEIR and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  

G2-32 The County disagrees that the recommendations in the General Plan Update are in 
any way related to the Merriam Mountain discretionary project.  It should be noted 
that the Merriam Mountain project is not proposing a shelter-in-place design, nor is 
the project proposing to reduce road widths below County Standards.  In addition, 
the Conservation Subdivision Program does not propose reducing road widths to 
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widths that would be inconsistent with applicable public safety considerations.  
Therefore, no changes have been made as a result of this comment.   

G2-33 This comment provides a quote from a 2007 North County Times newspaper article 
pertaining to another project in the unincorporated County.  This comment does not 
address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does 
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

G2-34 This comment does not address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or 
accuracy of the DEIR and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required.  

G2-35 The County does not agree with this comment.  The quoted statement is the 
conclusion of the Impact Analysis for this issue, not a mitigation measure, suggestion 
or recommendation.  DEIR Table 2.13-14, Table of Travel Time Standards for Fire 
Protection, identifies the travel time standards for emergency fire response that 
would be required to be achieved under the General Plan Update.  Therefore, travel 
times are required in the DEIR. 

G2-36 A “shelter-in-place” scheme is not proposed in either the General Plan Update or 
DEIR.  This comment does not address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or 
accuracy of the DEIR and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
a response is required. 

G2-37 As stated in response to comment G2-36, a “shelter-in-place” scheme is not 
proposed in either the General Plan Update or DEIR.  This comment does not 
address the General Plan Update or the adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does 
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-38 The County agrees that DEIR Section 2.13.1.1, Fire Protection states that there are 
very few unincorporated areas not included within the service area boundary of a 
public agency that provides fire protection services.  However, the County disagrees 
with the implication that these areas do not receive any fire protection services.  As 
described in DEIR Section 2.13.1.1, Fire Protection, service to unprotected areas is 
randomly provided by the surrounding agencies, which take action on a case-by-
case basis after considering their resources and assessing the risk of not 
responding.  This issue of unserved islands has been recognized by the LAFCO 
Commission and LAFCO staff is currently working with local fire districts and cities 
for possible annexation of these islands.  Therefore, planning efforts are underway to 
address this issue.  

G2-39 The County disagrees with the opinion presented in the comment.  The commenter 
implies that no fire services are provided to areas not within the service area 
boundary of a fire protection agency, which is incorrect.  As discussed in the quote 
provided in the comment, service to unprotected areas is randomly provided by the 
surrounding agencies, which take action on a case-by-case basis after considering 
their resources and assessing the risk of not responding.  Therefore, these areas do 
receive fire protection services from surrounding agencies as well as CAL FIRE.  The 
issue of unserved islands has been recognized by the LAFCO Commission and 
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LAFCO staff is currently working with local fire districts and cities for possible 
annexation of these islands.  Additionally, it should be noted that the DEIR quote 
provided in the comment is from a discussion of existing conditions in the County, 
not the impact analysis or mitigation measures sections, which focus on the impacts 
of the proposed project.  No revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this 
comment.  

G2-40 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR quote provided in the 
comment is from a discussion of existing conditions in the County and states an 
existing County policy, which is Policy 1.2 from the County Service Area 
Assessments section of the existing General Plan Public Facilities Element and its 
associated implementation measures (see page XII-11-10).  The DEIR quote does 
not address the impacts of the proposed project or proposed mitigation measures; 
therefore, no revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

G2-41 The County does not with this comment.  The commenter incorrectly interprets the 
intent of the DEIR quote identified in the comment.  This quote is taken from DEIR 
Section 2.13.1.1, Fire Protection, which describes the existing conditions in the 
unincorporated County, not the potential impacts of the proposed General Plan 
Update.  It does not demonstrate the County has no intention of upgrading its 
roadways for the purpose of enhanced public safety.  As discussed in DEIR Section 
1.7.1.3, Mobility, the Mobility Element of the General Plan Update includes a 
description of the County’s transportation network and the goals and policies that 
address the safe and efficient operation of the network.  One important objective of 
the General Plan Update road network planning effort was to develop a road network 
that is efficiently and adequately correlated with the planned land uses on the 
proposed land use map.  Additionally, Mobility Element Policy M-4.4, Accommodate 
Emergency Vehicles, as identified in DEIR Section 2.15.6.3, Issue 3: Rural Road 
Safety requires public and private roads to be designed to accommodate emergency 
vehicles.  Therefore, the General Plan Update Mobility Element demonstrates that 
the County would enhance public safety by improving roadways. 

G2-42 The County disagrees with the comment.  The DEIR analyzes the potential impacts 
of implementation of the General Plan Update as compared to existing conditions; it 
does not speculate on the actions that have lead to the existing conditions.  This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.   

G2-43 The County disagrees with the opinion presented in the comment.  The Conservation 
Subdivision Program (CSP) does not relax road standards related to emergency 
access.  Component #1 of the CSP, Subdivision Ordinance Amendment, states that 
reduced road widths and smaller curved radii may be implemented, but must be 
consistent with applicable public safety considerations.  Therefore, the commenter is 
incorrect in stating that the CSP will create fire safety problems.  

 Additionally, the proposed amendments to the Resource Protection Ordinance 
(RPO), described in DEIR Section 1.8.5, would allow for some encroachments within 
steep slopes for certain development when necessary to avoid particularly sensitive 
resources.  This condition would be approved on a case by case basis and would be 
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required to be consistent with applicable public safety considerations.  In addition, 
roadways under the RPO and CSP would still be required to comply with Mobility 
Element Policy M-4.4, Accommodate Emergency Vehicles, which requires public and 
private roads to be designed to accommodate emergency vehicles.  Therefore, the 
General Plan Update would not allow steep, substandard roads that cannot be 
served by fire equipment.  No revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this 
comment. 

G2-44 Although the quotation provided in this comment is not entirely correct, the 
determination in the DEIR is that potentially significant direct and cumulative impacts 
would be mitigated to a level below significant. This is based on the Guidelines for 
the Determination of Significance in Section 2.13.3.1, Issue 1: Fire Protection: the 
proposed General Plan Update would have a significant impact if it would result in 
substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered facilities.  The County does not agree that protection services “are 
and will continue to be inadequate, individually and cumulatively.”  The commenter 
does not provide supportive evidence or reasoning for this assertion; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

G2-45 This comment summarizes the opinions expressed in comment G2-25 through G2-
44.  As discussed in the responses to these comments, the County does not plan for 
inadequate roadways or infrastructure, and the commenter does not disprove the fire 
protection conclusions identified in the Section 2.13 of the DEIR, Public Services. 

G2-46 The County disagrees with the opinion provided in the comment.  The purpose of the 
DEIR is to identify and mitigate to the extent feasible, the potential environmental 
impacts that would result from implementation of the General Plan Update.  Please 
refer to responses to comments G2-25 through G2-45 for responses to specific 
concerns related to public safety expressed by the commenter. 

G2-47 The County disagrees with the comment that the Fallbrook Community Planning 
Area (CPA) is one of the three communities planned for the greatest increase of 
population growth.  The County does agree that Valley Center and Ramona are two 
of the three communities planned for the greatest number of people that would be 
accommodated under the General Plan Update.  As shown in Table 1-4, Anticipated 
Increase in Population 2008 - Build-Out Under General Plan Update, the greatest 
increase in population under the General Plan Update would be accommodated in 
the North County Metro community (39,441 people), followed by Valley Center 
(21,051 people) and Ramona (18,747 people).  In the Fallbrook CPA, the population 
is estimated to increase by 16,702 people.   

 The County agrees that Ramona is one of the top three communities with the 
greatest number of total lane miles operating at LOS E or F, but disagrees with the 
commenter that the Fallbrook and Valley Center CPAs make up the other two 
communities in this category.  As identified in Table 2.15-6, Existing Conditions 
Roadway Lane Miles by LOS, the three communities with the greatest number of 
total lane miles operating at LOS E are Ramona CPA (21 miles), Fallbrook CPA (17 
miles), and Lakeside CPA (17 miles).  The three communities with the greatest 
number of total lane miles operating at LOS F are Lakeside (33 miles), San Dieguito 
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(22 miles), and Ramona (19 miles).  The three communities with the greatest total 
number of lane miles operating at either LOS E or F are Lakeside CPA (50 miles), 
Ramona CPA (40 miles) and San Dieguito CPA (32 miles).  

 The commenter is comparing growth at build-out of the General Plan Update with 
existing roadway conditions.  Table 2.15-20, Proposed Roadway Lane Miles by LOS, 
identifies the lane miles that would operate at LOS E or F with implementation of the 
General Plan Update, including the growth listed in Table 1-4, and represents a more 
relevant comparison for relating proposed growth to roadway LOS.  As shown in 
Table 2.15-20, the communities with the most lane miles that would operate at a 
LOS E with implementation of the General Plan Update are Fallbrook CPA (23 
miles), San Dieguito CPA (11 miles), Valley Center CPA (11 miles), and Lakeside 
CPA (11 miles).  The communities with the most lane miles that would operate at a 
LOS F with implementation of the General Plan Update are San Dieguito CPA (24 
miles), Lakeside CPA (20 miles), Valley Center CPA (14 miles), and Jamul/Dulzura 
Subregion (14 miles).  Therefore, Ramona CPA is not one of the top three 
communities with the greatest number of miles operating at LOS E or F under the 
General Plan Update, and Fallbrook CPA is not one of the top three communities 
with the greatest number of miles operating at LOS F under the General Plan 
Update. 

G2-48 This comment discusses the existing roadway lane mile LOS conditions in the Alpine 
CPA and attempts to connect them to an evacuation scenario that occurred during 
the 2003 Cedar fire.  It does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required.  Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

G2-49 The County disagrees with the comment that substandard roads are planned to 
continue into the future under the proposed General Plan Update.  The DEIR 
acknowledges under the Impact Analysis heading in Section 2.15.6.4, Issue 4: 
Emergency Access that under the proposed General Plan Update, existing 
inadequate roadway widths, dead end roads, one-way roads, and gated 
communities, all of which have the potential to impair emergency access, would still 
occur.  However, these roadways are existing roadways, not roadways planned 
under the General Plan Update.  As stated in this section of the DEIR, roadways that 
would be constructed as part of the proposed General Plan Update would be 
required to meet current State and County standards for adequate emergency 
access.  However, because existing unsafe roadways would have the potential to 
remain after implementation of the General Plan Update, the DEIR determined that 
this would be considered a potentially significant impact and mitigation would be 
required.  The General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures identified in 
Section 2.15.6.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access would mitigate impacts related to 
emergency access to a less than significant level by requiring adequate access 
roads to be provided for both emergency access and evacuation routes.  For 
example, General Plan Update Policy M-3.3, Multiple Ingress and Egress, would 
require new development to provide multiple ingress/egress routes in conformance 
with State law, and local regulations.  General Plan Update Policy M-4.4, 
Accommodate Emergency Vehicles, requires that public and private roads be 
designed and constructed to allow for necessary access for appropriately sized fire 
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apparatus and emergency vehicles while accommodating outgoing vehicles from 
evacuating residents.  Therefore, the General Plan Update does not plan to continue 
to provide substandard roads within the County.  

G2-50 This comment does not address the General Plan Update or DEIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary. 

G2-51 This comment does not address the General Plan Update or DEIR.  Therefore, no 
further response is necessary.   

G2-52 The County does not agree with this comment.  As discussed in response to 
comment G2-49, the DEIR does acknowledge that existing inadequate roadway 
widths, dead end roads, one-way roads, and gated communities, all of which have 
the potential to impair emergency access, would continue to exist under the 
proposed General Plan Update.  However, General Plan Update policies and 
mitigation measures identified in Section 2.15.6.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access would 
mitigate impacts related to emergency access to a less than significant level by 
requiring adequate access roads to be provided for both emergency access and 
evacuation routes;  new development to provide multiple ingress/egress routes in 
conformance with State law, and local regulations; and that public and private roads 
be designed and constructed to allow for necessary access for appropriately sized 
fire apparatus and emergency vehicles while accommodating outgoing vehicles from 
evacuating residents.  These requirements would require the provision of new 
emergency access routes that would reduce evacuation problems. 

 The County disagrees that future growth accommodated in the Ramona CPA would 
increase evacuation problems.  As discussed in Response to comment G2-47, the 
Ramona CPA is not one of the top three communities identified as having the 
greatest number of lane miles operating at LOS E or F with implementation of the 
General Plan Update.  Additionally, roads that operate at LOS E or F on a day-to-day 
basis do not necessarily present a significant evacuation problem.  General Plan 
Update Policy S-3.5, Access Roads, listed in Section 2.15.6.4, Issue 4: Emergency 
Access requires new development to provide additional access roads when 
necessary to provide for safe access of emergency equipment and civilian 
evacuation concurrently.  This policy, along with the policies provided in response to 
comment G2-49, requires that adequate emergency access be provided concurrently 
with new development.  Therefore, emergency access to support growth in the 
Ramona CPA would be provided concurrently with new development, so that new 
development would not significantly increase evacuation problems. 

G2-53 The County disagrees with the comment that no improvements are planned for 
roadways currently operating at LOS F or secondary evacuations routes for dead 
end streets in the Alpine Community Planning Area (CPA).  The commenter does not 
identify a particular roadway of concern.  DEIR Appendix I, Impacted Roadway 
Segment and Supporting Rationale for LOS E/F Level Acceptance, identifies seven 
segments on five roadways in the Alpine CPA that would operate at LOS E or F with 
implementation of the proposed project.  While the improvements necessary for 
these segments to operate at LOS D or better would not be implemented for the 
reasons identified in Appendix I, some improvements would be made to these 
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roadways that would alleviate traffic in Alpine.  As identified in Appendix E, Proposed 
Road Construction Widening, three streets in Alpine, including Alpine Boulevard, 
Tavern Road, and West Willows Road, would be widened.  Additionally, a new road 
and new interchange are proposed for the Alpine CPA.  Therefore, roadway 
improvements are planned for roadways that would operate at a LOS E or F in the 
Alpine CPA.  Dead end streets in the Alpine CPA are typically private roads or local 
roads that are not included in the Mobility Element Circulation Network or the 
SANDAG 2030 regional transportation Plan (RTP).  Therefore, no Circulation 
Network or SANDAG RTP improvements are planned for these roadways.  However, 
improvements would be made to local roads and dead end streets for evacuation 
through implementation of General Plan Update policies when new construction is 
proposed.  For example, General Plan Update Policy M-3.2, Traffic Impact 
Mitigation, requires new development to contribute its fair share toward financing 
transportation facilities, including mitigating the associated direct and cumulative 
traffic impacts caused by the project on both the local and regional road networks.  
General Plan Update Policy M-4.2, Interconnected Local Roads, encourages an 
interconnected and appropriately scaled local public road network in village and rural 
village areas that reinforces the compact development patterns promoted by the 
Land Use Element and individual community plans.  These policies are listed in 
DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards.  
Additionally, mitigation measure Tra-4.1 in DEIR Section 2.15.6.4 requires 
community plans to be updated to identify local public road and fire access road 
networks and pedestrian routes, as appropriate.  Therefore, improvements to 
existing roads in the Alpine CPA to improve evacuation routes would take place 
concurrent with future development and as a result of updating the Alpine 
Community Plan. 

G2-54 This comment describes the Back Country Coalition’s participation in a San Diego 
Planning Commission Subcommittee on Public Road Standards.  This comment 
does not address the DEIR or the General Plan Update.  No further response is 
required. 

G2-55 This comment refers to an attached letter that describes existing roadway conditions 
in the County.  This comment does not address the DEIR, but implies that the road 
network planning for the General Plan Update did not adequately address 
community evacuation routes during emergencies.  While the General Plan Update 
focused on the Mobility Element network, additional road network planning for 
communities is identified in the draft Implementation Plan as measures 4.2.1C Local 
Public Road Network and 4.2.4.A Community Emergency Evacuation Routes.  
These measures identify future actions to coordinate with community planning and 
sponsor groups to identify local public road networks and community evacuation 
routes in community and subregional plans. 

G2-56 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR identifies mitigation 
measures in Section 2.15.6.3, Issue 3: Rural Road Safety that would reduce the 
significant impact to rural road safety to below a significant level.  Therefore, the 
DEIR does include mitigation to make roadways “acceptable.”  However, some of the 
identified mitigation measures were found to be infeasible.  As a result, the DEIR 
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determined that impacts would be significant and unavoidable.  This significance 
determination is consistent with Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
requires the DEIR to describe any significant impacts, including those which can be 
mitigated but not to below a significant level.  Therefore, the statement in the DEIR 
that impacts to rural road safety would be significant and unavoidable is consistent 
with CEQA. 

G2-57 The County disagrees with the comment. The DEIR does not deny the existence of 
hazardous road conditions. As discussed above in response to comment G2-56, the 
DEIR identifies a significant impact to rural road safety in Section 2.15.3.3, Issue 3: 
Rural Road Safety, as a result of the growth accommodated by the General Plan 
Update and identifies mitigation measures in Section 2.15.6.3, Issue 3: Rural Road 
Safety, that would reduce this impact to below a significant level.  However, some of 
the identified mitigation measures were found to be infeasible.  As a result, the DEIR 
determined that impacts would be significant and unavoidable.   

G2-58 The County does not agree with this comment. The County will consider this 
suggestion; however, this comment does not raise a significant environmental issue 
for which a response is required.  The DEIR identifies the potential environmental 
impacts of full build-out of the General Plan Update. No further response is required.  

G2-59 The County does not agree with this comment. It is unclear what the commenter is 
referring to as a Community Evacuation Plan.  No plans that would dismiss roadway 
inadequacies are proposed in the General Plan Update or DEIR.  The General Plan 
Update’s impact to emergency response and evacuation plans is analyzed in Section 
2.7.3.7, Issue 7; Emergency Response and Evacuation Plans.  As stated in this 
section, implementation of the General Plan Update would increase land uses and 
development in areas that may not have accounted for this growth in their existing 
Emergency Response and Evacuation plans. Therefore, the proposed project would 
have the potential to impair these adopted Emergency Response and Evacuation 
Plans.  The General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures proposed in 
Section 2.7.6.7, Issue 7: Emergency Response and Evacuations Plans would reduce 
impacts to below a significant level. 

G2-60 The comment does not provide any evidence of the inefficiencies of evacuation plans 
in the County that would result from implementation of the General Plan Update. This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required.    

G2-61 The County disagrees with the comment. The commenter incorrectly implies that the 
DEIR concludes the project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact to 
emergency access.  The DEIR does identify a potentially significant impact in 
Section 2.15.3.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access; however, the mitigation measures 
proposed in Section 2.15.6.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access would reduce impacts to 
below a significant level.  Also, this comment incorrectly implies that the CSP would 
allow substandard roadways that would result in significant emergency access 
impacts. Component #1 of the program, Subdivision Ordinance Amendment, states 
that reduced road widths and smaller curved radii may be implemented, but also 
requires that roadways must be consistent with applicable public safety 
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considerations.  Additionally, roadways under the CSP would still be required to 
comply with Mobility Element Policy M-4.4, Accommodate Emergency Vehicles, 
which requires public and private roads to be designed to accommodate emergency 
vehicles. 

G2-62 This comment does not address the adequacy or accuracy of information provided in 
the DEIR or the General Plan Update. It does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.  

G2-63 The County disagrees with the comment.  DEIR Section 2.15.6.4, Issue 4: 
Emergency Access identifies nine General Plan Update policies and four mitigation 
measures that would reduce impacts associated with emergency access to below a 
level of significance. The DEIR passage referred to in the comment is an excerpt 
from the impact analysis in Section 2.15.3.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access. This 
sentence contained an error and has been revised as follows for clarification 
purposes.  

“To the extent feasible, significant environmental impacts occurring from construction 
of new roadway segments under the General Plan Update would be mitigated to 
below a level of significance. However, some environmental impacts associated with 
the construction of roadway facilities may be significant and unavoidable, such as 
impacts associated with noise, hydrology/water quality, and biology transportation 
hazards such as impaired emergency access. These impacts are discussed in detail 
in other sections of this DEIR. Therefore, this would be considered a potentially 
significant impact and mitigation would be required. 

G2-64 This comment is not at variance with the content of the DEIR.  The purpose of the 
DEIR is to identify the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update, 
and identify feasible mitigation measures to minimize significant impacts, as stated in 
Sections 15121 and 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The DEIR provides measures 
to mitigate impacts to the extent feasible for unincorporated County traffic in Section 
2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, and for road 
safety in Section 2.15.6.3, Issue 3: Rural Road Safety. However, the DEIR 
determined that both impacts would remain significant and unavoidable, even with 
the incorporation of identified mitigation.  These significance determinations are 
consistent with Section 15126.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, which requires the DEIR 
to describe any significant impacts, including those which can be mitigated but not to 
below a significant level.  The commenter does not provide any suggestions for 
additional feasible mitigation measures.  Therefore, no further response is required. 

G2-65 The County disagrees with the comment. Please refer to response to comment G2-
64 above.  The DEIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA.  As stated in Section 
15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is an informational document which will 
inform public agency decision makers and the public of the significant environmental 
impacts of a proposed project.  The DEIR is not intended to be a planning document 
that establishes planning practices.  Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR are required 
in response to this comment. 
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G2-66 The County does not agree with the comment. The commenter incorrectly states that 
impacts would be unmitigated in the DEIR.  Feasible mitigation measures are 
included in the DEIR for every significant impact identified.  The DEIR does identify 
impacts that would be significant and unavoidable, even with mitigation, which are 
listed in Section 3.3, Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.  Also refer to response to 
comments G2-47 through G2-64 for additional responses regarding the project’s 
potential impacts and mitigation measures. 

G2-67 The County disagrees with the comment.  The commenter fails to acknowledge that 
if the County’s population growth projections are lowered, this population growth 
would still occur in other locations outside the County’s jurisdiction.  Most likely the 
growth would occur in the 19 incorporated cities in the County and surrounding 
counties, which have not adequately planned for the additional population growth. 
Under this scenario, the project would result in a potentially significant regional 
population and housing impact by inducing substantial population growth outside the 
County’s jurisdiction. Refer to responses to comments G2-2 through G2-24 regarding 
the population forecasts included in the DEIR.  

 Regarding water supply, the General Plan Update would concentrate the majority of 
population growth in areas served by the San Diego County Water Authority 
(SDCWA) and in proximity to existing infrastructure. Refer to Section 2.16.3.4, 
Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, for a discussion of imported water and 
groundwater resources, drought conditions and global warming effects of water 
supply.  No further response is required.  

G2-68 This comment states the commenter’s preference for the approval of the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative.  This alternative, and all other proposed 
alternatives, will be considered by the County Board of Supervisors when making a 
final decision regarding project approval. This comment does not raise an 
environmental issue for which a response is required.   

G2-69 The County disagrees with this comment which states that the DEIR does not 
adequately address water and road infrastructure insufficiencies.  DEIR Section 
2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies addresses the project’s potential impact 
to water supply.  DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and 
LOS Standards, and Section 2.15.3.2, Issue 2: Adjacent Cities Traffic and LOS 
Standards, address the project’s potential impact on roadways for both the County 
and adjacent areas.  Please refer to responses to comments G2-25 through G2-45 
regarding road infrastructure issues and response to comment G2-67 regarding 
water supply issues. 

G2-70 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR addresses a reasonable 
range of alternatives. According to Section 15126.6 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR 
must describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project or to the 
proposed project location that would feasibly attain most of the project objectives but 
would avoid or lessen any significant environmental impacts.  An EIR need not 
consider every conceivable alternative.  The DEIR addresses four alternatives in 
detail and addresses another ten alternatives in Section 4.1.1, Alternatives 
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Considered but Rejected. Because the Environmentally Superior Alternative is 
already considered in the DEIR, an additional similar alternative is not required.   

G2-71 This comment summarizes information provided in Section 4.4, Analysis of 
Environmentally Superior Map Alternative. This comment does not raise an 
environmental issue for which a response is required.   

G2-72 This comment introduces the comments that are addressed in responses to 
comments G2-73 through G2-80.  Please refer to these responses for additional 
information.  

G2-73 The County agrees that not all areas of the unincorporated County have adequate 
water supplies.  The quote provided by the commenter from DEIR Section 2.16.1.1, 
Potable Water Supply and Distribution, pertains only to the existing facilities, service 
areas and current and projected supply capabilities for the Metropolitan Water 
District of Southern California (MWD), San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) 
and the 15 SDCWA member water districts.  However, as noted in this same section, 
although the SDCWA’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan and 2006-2007 Annual 
Report concluded that water supplies would be sufficient through 2030, the SDCWA 
has been affected by the federal court decision regarding the Delta smelt. This issue 
has primarily affected allocations from the State Water Project (SWP), which has 
accounted for approximately 30 percent of the SDCWA’s water supply in recent 
years.  Additionally, in the Descanso Community Services District (DCSD), Julian 
Community Services District (JCSD), and Majestic Pines Community Services 
District (MPCSD) discussions under the Groundwater Dependent Water District 
subheading in Section 2.16.1.1, the DEIR notes that water production cannot always 
keep up with water demand in these districts. 

 Additionally, the County agrees that incorporating the proposed project’s population 
and housing data into the Regional Facilities Master Plan would not create an 
adequate supply of water for County residents. Future planning documents would 
consider the General Plan Update when determining regional water supply 
availability.  However, the DEIR has determined that water supplies may be 
inadequate to serve the build-out of the proposed General Plan Update (see Future 
Water Supply subheading). 

 The County also agrees that the existing 2005 UWMPs may not accurately portray 
2009 water conditions in the unincorporated County.  As stated in the DEIR under 
the Urban Water Management Plans subheading in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: 
Adequate Water Supplies, it is unlikely that the supply and demand projections 
provided in the MWD, SDCWA and SDCWA member district’s 2005 UWMPs 
accurately portray 2009 water conditions in the unincorporated County.  This issue is 
also discussed under the subheading Imported Water Supply in Section 2.16.1.1, 
Potable Water Supply and Distribution.  As stated in this section, since the 
preparation and adoption of the 2005 UWMPs, events have occurred that may affect 
the accuracy of the projections included in the 2005 UWMPs. Cutbacks in water 
importation supplies from MWD and SDCWA were not accounted for in the 2005 
UWMP supply and demand projections.  Due to extreme drought conditions, in 
August 2007, a U.S. District Court decision was issued to protect the endangered 
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Delta smelt (fish). As a result of this ruling, MWD is estimated to see as much as a 
20 to 30 percent reduction in SWP supplies in 2008 and beyond.  Additionally, 
climate change due to global warming also creates new uncertainties that 
significantly affect California’s water resources and lessen the reliability of the 2005 
UWMPs. These factors contribute to the determination identified in Section 2.16.3.4, 
Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies that the proposed project would result in a 
potentially significant impact to water supply.  

G2-74 The County agrees that the imported water forecasts in the 2005 UWMPs cannot be 
used to determine if planned water supply is adequate to serve the build-out of the 
General Plan Update.  Recent water supply issues that lessen the reliability of the 
2005 UWMPs are disclosed in the DEIR.  Also refer to response to comment G2-73 
for more information.  Additionally, the DEIR does not rely on the UWMPs to 
determine that water supply would be available to serve the future population 
accommodated under the General Plan Update.  As stated in the DEIR under the 
Urban Water Management Plans subheading in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate 
Water Supplies, implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would 
increase both population and housing units within each County water district’s 
service area in a manner that is not currently planned for in the most recent (2005) 
water planning documents. This information contributes to the determination 
identified in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies that the proposed 
project would result in a potentially significant impact to water supply. 

G2-75 The County does not agree with this comment.  The DEIR summarizes the stated 
purpose of the Regional Water Facilities Master Plan, which is to serve as a road 
map for identifying water supply sources and facilities that would be needed to 
ensure a safe and reliable water supply.  It does not state that the Regional Water 
Facilities Master Plan plans for adequate water supply to serve the proposed project. 
This statement is not a conclusion that requires substantial evidence under CEQA.  
Section 15064(f) of the CEQA Guidelines identifies that substantial evidence is 
required as the basis for determining an environmental impact.  The DEIR does not 
state that the Regional Water Facilities Master Plan plans for adequate water supply 
to serve the proposed project. In fact, the DEIR states under the Future Water 
Demand subheading in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, that the 
Regional Water Facilities Master Plan does not currently account for the growth 
proposed under the General Plan Update. The proposed General Plan Update would 
result in increases in population and housing in areas that may not have been 
accounted for in the plan.  Therefore, the DEIR does not make the claim that the 
Regional Water Facilities Master Plan is adequate to ensure safe and reliable water 
supply through 2030. No additional evidence is required. 

G2-76 The County disagrees with the comment. Refer to response to comment G2-75 for 
information regarding substantial evidence and the information provided in the 
Regional Water Facilities Master Plan versus the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR 
were made in response to this comment.  

G2-77 The County agrees that water supply impacts would be potentially significant, but 
disagrees that the DEIR does not provide detailed information regarding how this 
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significant impact would be resolved.  Under the Summary subheading in Section 
2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, the DEIR concludes that the combined 
effect of the impacts related to obtaining additional water supplies, the uncertainties 
inherent in obtaining those supplies, and construction impacts related to extraction, 
processing and/or conveyance of additional water supply leads to the conclusion that 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result in a potentially 
significant impact related to adequate water supply.  Section 2.16.6.4, Issue 4: 
Adequate Water Supplies, of the DEIR identifies General Plan Update policies and 
mitigation measures that would reduce impacts associated with water supply.   
These policies and mitigation measures are not conclusive or superficial.  Examples 
of these policies and mitigation measures are provided below. Refer to EIR Section 
2.16.6.4 for a complete list of the General Plan Update policies and mitigation 
measures that would reduce impacts to water supply.  

Policy LU-8.2: Groundwater Resources. Require development to identify adequate 
groundwater resources in groundwater dependent areas, as follows: 
 
 In areas dependent on currently identified groundwater overdrafted basins, 

prohibit new development from exacerbating overdraft conditions. Encourage 
programs to alleviate overdraft conditions in Borrego Valley. 

 
 In areas without current overdraft groundwater conditions, prohibit new 

groundwater-dependent development where overdraft conditions are 
foreseeable. 

 
 A groundwater basin is considered in an overdraft condition when, during 

average conditions over a number of years, the amount of water being withdrawn 
from the basin exceeds the amount of water that recharges the basin. 

 
Policy LU-13.2: Commitment of Water Supply. Require new development to 
identify adequate water resources, in accordance with State law, to support the 
development prior to approval. 
 
Mitigation measure USS-4.1. Review General Plan Amendments for consistency 
with the goals and policies of the General Plan.  This shall include designating 
groundwater dependent areas with land use density/intensity that is consistent with 
the long-term sustainability of groundwater supplies; locating commercial, office, 
civic, and industrial development in villages, town centers or at transit nodes; and 
ensuring that adequate water supply is available for development projects that rely 
on imported water. 
 
Mitigation measure USS-4.3.  Implement Policy I-84 requiring discretionary projects 
obtain water district commitment that water services are available.  Also Implement 
and revise as necessary Board Policy G-15 to conserve water at County facilities. 
 

G2-78 The County agrees that both existing County residents and the projected growth 
accommodated by the General Plan Update must be considered in determining 
adequate water supplies.  This strategy was used to evaluate impacts in the DEIR.  
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The DEIR analyzes the impacts of the total build-out population of the General Plan 
Update, which includes both existing and future residents accommodated by the 
General Plan Update. 

G2-79 The County disagrees with the comment. The Regional Water Facilities Master Plan 
identifies a mix of water supply sources in Chapter 4, Water Supply Analysis.  This 
chapter describes the existing and anticipated imported and local water supplies for 
the San Diego region.  Water supply sources identified in Chapter 4 of the Regional 
Water Facilities Master Plan include imported water from the Colorado River 
Aqueduct and the SWP, demand management measures (water conservation), local 
surface water supplies, recycled water, groundwater supplies, and desalinated 
seawater.  Therefore, a diverse mix of water supply sources is identified in the 
Regional Water Facilities Master Plan and this is not a statement of conjecture or 
unsubstantiated opinion.  No revisions to the DEIR were made as a result of this 
comment.  Neither the DEIR nor the Regional Water Facilities Master Plan claim that 
these water sources are guaranteed to be available, as is implied by the commenter. 

G2-80 This comment introduces comments G2-82 through G2-116.  Refer to the responses 
to these comments regarding water supply and population growth in Ramona and 
other unincorporated areas. 

G2-81 This comment summarizes the Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of 
Stanislaus court case in which the court ruled that a first tier EIR cannot defer the 
identification of significant environmental impacts that a plan can be expected to 
cause.  This comment does not raise an environmental issue for which a response is 
required.   

G2-82 The County disagrees with the comment.  As discussed in the DEIR, the Ramona 
CPA is served by the Ramona Municipal Water District (MWD) and local 
groundwater sources.  The ability of existing and planned water supplies provided by 
the Ramona MWD and local groundwater sources to serve the build-out of the 
Ramona CPA under the General Plan Update is analyzed in the DEIR.  As discussed 
in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, one of the SDCWA member 
districts that would serve the largest population and number of housing units under 
the proposed project is the Ramona MWD.  The DEIR determined that due to 
uncertainties surrounding the implementation of future water supply projects, water 
supplies to the Ramona MWD and the rest of the SDCWA member districts may be 
inadequate to serve the build-out of the proposed General Plan Update.  Additionally, 
in the discussion of Future Water Supply for Groundwater Dependent Water Districts 
in Section 2.16.3.4, the DEIR determined that the Ballena Basin, which serves the 
Ramona CPA, could potentially have an inadequate groundwater supply to serve 
build-out of the General Plan Update.  Therefore, the DEIR addresses the issues of 
inadequate water supply for the Ramona CPA.  The DEIR determined that the 
General Plan Update would result in a significant impact, and identifies General Plan 
Update policies and mitigation measures to reduce the impact to the extent feasible 
in Section 2.16.6.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies. 

G2-83 The County agrees that the DEIR determined in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate 
Water Supplies, that some ground-water dependent water districts have the potential 
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to have inadequate water supply to serve its service area.  This comment is not at 
variance with the content of the DEIR. 

G2-84 The County disagrees with the comment, which does not provide any examples of 
inadequate analyses in the DEIR. In addition, the County disagrees with the 
commenter’s statement that the DEIR lacks adequate planning.  As stated in Section 
15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is an informational document which will 
inform public agency decision makers and the public of the significant environmental 
impacts of a proposed project.  The DEIR is not intended to be a planning document.  
It identifies the potential environmental impacts of the General Plan Update as 
proposed.  

G2-85 The County agrees that the Environmentally Superior Alternative would result in a 
reduced need for new water or wastewater facilities and reduced dependence on 
imported water and groundwater compared to the proposed project, as discussed in 
the analysis of the Environmentally Superior Alternative in DEIR Section 4.4.2.16, 
Utilities and Service Systems.  This alternative, and all other proposed alternatives, 
will be considered by the County Board of Supervisors when making a final decision 
regarding project approval. 

G2-86 The County disagrees with the commenter’s opinion.  The quotes from the DEIR 
cited by the commenter in comments G2-85 and G2-86 do not conclude that 
Ramona is a groundwater dependent area or that the area served by the Ramona 
Municipal Water District (MWD) would be overbuilt.  In fact, the Ramona MWD is a 
SDCWA member water district and is not groundwater dependent, as described in 
Section 2.16.1.1, Potable Water Supply and Distribution.  Additionally, DEIR Section 
2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, notes that that although the Ramona 
MWD along with the Otay, Padre Dam, and Helix Water Districts, would serve the 
greatest population and housing units under implementation of the General Plan 
Update, they generally would not experience substantial growth when compared to 
existing conditions (year 2004).  No revisions were made to the DEIR in response to 
this comment. 

G2-87 This comment expresses support for the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  This 
alternative, and all other proposed alternatives, will be considered by the County 
Board of Supervisors when making a final decision regarding project approval.  This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

G2-88 The County disagrees with this comment, which provides the commenter’s opinion 
that inadequate planning has been done for the Ramona CPA and all impacts have 
not been fully analyzed or disclosed.  The commenter does not provide any evidence 
to support this opinion or any examples of inadequacies.  Refer to response to 
comment G2-86 regarding the commenter’s previous comment regarding the 
Ramona CPA.  As discussed in the response to this comment, the commenter’s 
opinion that the Ramona CPA is proposed to be overbuilt is unfounded. 

G2-89 The County disagrees that the issues raised in the comment were not adequately 
analyzed in the DEIR.  The issue of sewer capacity is discussed in DEIR Section 
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2.16.3.1, Issue 1: Wastewater Treatment Requirements. As discussed in this section, 
the existing service capacities and service areas for many wastewater districts are 
based on the existing General Plan land use designations. Implementation of the 
proposed General Plan Update would increase land use densities within wastewater 
district service areas in a manner that has not been currently planned for, particularly 
in the western portion of the unincorporated County where the majority of population 
growth would be distributed. This includes the Ramona Community Planning Area 
(CPA).  Therefore, the DEIR concludes that development of the land uses proposed 
under the General Plan Update would exceed wastewater district capacities if proper 
planning does not occur for the updated land use plan in a timely manner.  The DEIR 
determined that the General Plan Update would result in a potentially significant 
impact related to wastewater treatment requirements and specific implementation 
programs were identified as mitigation. Therefore, the DEIR adequately analyzes the 
issue of sewer capacity and identifies the proposed project’s full impacts associated 
with this issue.  

 The issue of imported water supply is discussed in DEIR Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: 
Adequate Water Supplies. The DEIR determined that due to uncertainties 
surrounding the implementation of future water supply projects, water supplies to the 
Ramona Municipal Water District (RMWD) and the rest of the SDCWA member 
districts may be inadequate to serve the build-out of the proposed General Plan 
Update.  Additionally, the Ballena Basin, which serves the Ramona CPA, is identified 
as having potentially inadequate groundwater water supplies to serve the build-out of 
the General Plan Update.   Therefore, the DEIR adequately addresses the issue of 
water supply and identifies the proposed project’s full impacts associated with this 
issue. 

 The issue of wastewater facilities is addressed in DEIR Section 2.16.3.5, Issue 5: 
Adequate Wastewater Facilities.  As discussed in this section, the development of 
future land uses as designated in the proposed General Plan Update would result in 
increased demand on existing sewer systems due to increased sewage flows from 
residential, commercial and industrial land uses. The DEIR states that while some 
wastewater districts have capacity to serve additional wastewater users, others 
would have inadequate capacity to serve the increased demand in addition to their 
existing commitments. The DEIR determined that the proposed project would result 
in a potentially significant impact related to adequate wastewater facilities.  
Implementation of the General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures 
identified in DEIR Section 2.16.6.1, Issue 1: Wastewater Treatment Requirements 
would also mitigate impacts to wastewater facilities identified in Section 2.16.3.5, 
Issue 5: Adequate Wastewater Facilities, to a less than significant level.  For 
example, General Plan Update policy LU-12.1 requires the provision of 
infrastructure, facilities, and services needed by new development prior to that 
development, either directly or through fees and mitigation measure USS-1.2 would 
implement and revise as necessary Board Policy I-84 to ensure adequate availability 
of sewer/sanitation service for development projects that require it.  Therefore, the 
DEIR adequately analyzes and identifies the proposed project’s full impacts 
associated with the provision of adequate wastewater facilities.  
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 The DEIR addresses impacts to groundwater basins that fall within the SDCWA 
boundaries.  Unincorporated areas excluded from the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study include the western region of the County within the SDCWA, as 
stated in Section 2.8.3.2, Issue 2: Groundwater Supplies and Recharge.  However, 
SDCWA member districts that rely partially on groundwater are listed under the 
SDCWA Member District subheading in DEIR Section 2.16.1.1, Potable Water 
Supply and Distribution.  These districts are Helix Water District, Lakeside Water 
District, Sweetwater Authority/South Bay Irrigation District, Vista Irrigation District, 
and Yuima Municipal Water District.  Impacts to these member districts are analyzed 
in the DEIR in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies under the 
SDCWA Member Districts subheading.  Ramona MWD is not considered to be a 
district that significantly relies on groundwater since it only owns three wells, with a 
capacity of 330 gpm, that are not currently used due to nitrate contamination (RMWD 
2005 Urban Water Management Plan). Table 6-2 of this document shows that 
Ramona’s projected water supply from groundwater resources is zero through the 
2030 planning horizon of the plan. It also states that the District also lacks the 
potential for sizeable groundwater storage. Therefore, the DEIR adequately analyzes 
and identifies the proposed project’s full impacts associated with groundwater 
supply. 

 The County disagrees with the comment that the growth proposed for Ramona CPA 
has not taken into consideration the limitation of land, land committed to open space 
or park lands, and that the number of additional housing units should be reduced to 
1,400.  The County acknowledges that, under the proposed project, 6,208 future 
housing units are forecast for the Ramona CPA.  However, the boundary for the 
Ramona CPA is not the same as the RMWD boundary.  In addition, DEIR Table 
2.16-1, SDCWA Member Water Districts - Existing and Future Housing and 
Population, has been revised to reflect that a total of 14,174 homes are forecast for 
the RMWD service area, rather than 27,273.  This revision reflects that 5,837 
additional homes are actually forecast for the service area, as compared to the 
10,771 previously reported in the DEIR.  The quoted discussion in this comment 
notes that the RMWD does not have the ability to accommodate more than 1,400 
EDUs to support future development.  While the County understands that the RMWD 
has the ultimate determination for whether or not sewer services can be provided, 
the County would like to work with the RMWD to explore opportunities to increase its 
capability for providing sewer services within its service area.  See also responses to 
comments L3-2 and L3-13). 

  The issue of water infrastructure is addressed in DEIR Section 2.16.3.2, Issue 2: 
New Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities. As discussed in this section, the 
development of future land uses, as designated in the proposed General Plan 
Update, would result in the construction of residential, commercial and industrial 
structures, which would result in an increased need for water services. In order to 
meet the increased demand, new and expanded water facilities would need to be 
constructed.  Therefore, implementation of the General Plan Update would result in a 
potentially significant impact associated with new water and wastewater treatment 
facilities and General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures would be 
implemented to reduce impacts to a less than significant level, as discussed in 
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Section 2.16.6.2, Issue 2: New Water and Wastewater Treatment Facilities.  For 
example, General Plan Update Policy LU-1.4 would prohibit leapfrog development 
which is inconsistent with the community development model and community plans 
and mitigation measure USS-2.2 would require CEQA review for privately-initiated 
water and wastewater facilities and review and comment on water and wastewater 
projects undertaken by other public agencies to ensure that impacts are minimized 
and that projects are in conformance with County plans. Therefore, the DEIR 
adequately analyzes and identifies the proposed project’s full impacts associated 
with water infrastructure. 

G2-90 The County appreciates this comment and agrees that additional clarification is 
needed in the impact analysis (DEIR Section 2.8.3.2).  The following text has been 
added under subheading “50 Percent Reduction of Groundwater in Storage”:  

“However, it is important to understand that due to the sheer size and complexity of 
the 1,885 square mile study area, the long-term groundwater availability results 
(being based on a limited amount of readily available information) are subject to 
substantial error and uncertainty.  Therefore, a conservative approach was 
mandatory in the study to bias any potential errors towards overestimation of 
potential impacts.  It should further be understood, that due to the nature of fractured 
rock aquifers, impacts to these basins would likely be limited to localized areas of 
higher groundwater use and do not necessarily extend basin-wide into areas with 
adequately spaced groundwater users.  As discussed below, large quantity/clustered 
groundwater users identified within these 11 basins are areas where localized 
groundwater impacts are most likely to occur.  Site-specific groundwater 
investigations would be necessary for future groundwater-dependent projects in 
these potentially impacted basins to provide specific details of the significance of 
groundwater impacts that cannot be provided at the screening level scale in which 
the study was conducted.” 
 
This type of analysis is appropriate for a programmatic EIR.  Impacts in this section 
are estimated prior to application of regulations, policies, and mitigation measures.  
See also response to comment G5-91. 
 

G2-91 This comment provides the commenter’s opinion regarding a potentially significant 
impact to groundwater in storage identified in the DEIR.  It does not address the 
adequacy or accuracy of the DEIR and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

G2-92 This comment does not address the DEIR or General Plan Update or raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

G2-93 The County disagrees with this comment because it is speculative. As stated in 
Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR is an informational document which 
will inform public agency decision makers and the public of the significant 
environmental impacts of a proposed project.  The DEIR does not indicate specific 
future projects and permits that would or would not be approved by the Board of 
Supervisors.  The purpose of the DEIR is to identify the potential environmental 
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impacts of build-out of the proposed General Plan Update. No further response is 
required.  

G2-94 The County disagrees with this comment. It is unclear what references to CEQA the 
commenter is referring to in the preceding paragraphs of the comment letter.  These 
comments do not identify any conflict between CEQA and the DEIR.  Additionally, as 
discussed in response to comment G2-65, the DEIR is an informational document 
which will inform public agency decision makers and the public of the significant 
environmental impacts of a proposed project.  The DEIR does not implement any 
kind of planning.  Additionally, CEQA does not propose or disfavor any specific kind 
of planning. As stated in Section 15002 of the CEQA Guidelines, the basic purposes 
of CEQA are to inform governmental decision-makers and the public about the 
potential, significant environmental effects of proposed activities, and to prevent 
significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in projects 
through the use of alternatives or mitigation measures when the governmental 
agency finds the changes to be feasible.  No further response is required.  

G2-95 This comment expresses the commenter’s opinion regarding the General Plan 
Update.  The Board of Supervisors will consider the commenter’s opinion when 
making a final decision regarding project approval.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-96 The County disagrees with this comment because neither reason provided by the 
commenter disqualifies mitigation measure USS-4.1 as mitigation.  Section 15126.4 
of the CEQA Guidelines addresses mitigation measures and does not prohibit 
mitigation measures that are land use planning principles or that would be adopted 
with any alternative.  This mitigation measure is fully enforceable and includes 
performance standards, consistent with Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines.  
As described in the  discussion of adequate water supplies for the Hybrid Map 
Alternative (Section 4.2.2.16), Draft Land Use Map Alternative (Section 4.3.2.16), 
and the Environmentally Superior Map (Section 4.4.2.16), impacts associated with 
adequate water supplies under each alternative would be significant and require 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project. 
Therefore, this mitigation measure would be implemented if any of these project 
alternatives are adopted instead of the proposed project. 

G2-97 The County disagrees with this comment.  The DEIR does not propose any 
population growth.  It identifies the potential environmental impacts of the proposed 
General Plan Update, consistent with Section 15121 of the CEQA Guidelines.  
Additionally, mitigation measure USS-4.1 is necessary to reduce the significant 
impact identified in DEIR Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies.  
Therefore, this measure is not empty rhetoric.  Refer also to response to comment 
G2-96 for a discussion of Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines pertaining to 
mitigation measures. 

G2-98 While the green building program is already in effect, its inclusion as a mitigation 
measure for the project will ensure that it becomes part of the Mitigation Monitoring 
and Reporting Program required under CEQA.  Please also refer to response to 
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comment G2-96 for a discussion of Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines 
pertaining to mitigation measures.    

G2-99 Board policies I-84 and G-15 are already in effect.  Their inclusion as mitigation 
measures for the project will ensure that they become part of the Mitigation 
Monitoring and Reporting Program required under CEQA. USS-4.3 is provided under 
Issue 4 of the Utilities and Service Systems section of the DEIR because it is meant 
to address the question of whether the project would exceed water supply, which 
refers to groundwater supply or imported water (see Determination of Significance in 
Section 2.16.3.4).  Please also refer to response to comment G2-96 for a discussion 
of Section 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines pertaining to mitigation measures.    

G2-100  Please refer to responses to comments G2-96 through G2-99 above.  

G2-101  The County Guidelines for Determining Significance for Groundwater, Surface Water 
Quality and Hydrology have been utilized during discretionary project review since 
2007. Use of these guidelines by the County has been voluntary.  Inclusion of the 
guidelines as mitigation for the project will ensure that they become part of the 
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program required under CEQA. 

G2-102 The County does not agree with this comment since it provides no evidence to 
support this statement.  The proposed water credits program would include 
cooperation with agricultural and recreational users of water in Borrego Springs, as 
recommended. 

G2-103 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

G2-104 This comment summarizes the opinions expressed in comments G2-96 through G2-
103.  As discussed in the responses to these comments, these mitigation measures 
are fully enforceable and include performance standards, consistent with Section 
15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines.  The suggestion that these mitigation measures 
represent sound planning techniques does not disqualify them as mitigation. 

G2-105 It is unclear what portion of the DEIR the commenter is referring to with this 
statement. DEIR Table 2.8-6 in Section 2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, identifies 
Groundwater Basins Experiencing Significant Impacts in Storage. Utilities and 
Service Systems are addressed in DEIR Section 2.16.  The commenter’s statement 
appears to indicate that all the issues addressed in the Utilities and Service Systems 
DEIR section are significant and unavoidable; however, this is incorrect.  Issues 1 
(Wastewater Treatment Requirements), 2 (New Water and Wastewater Facilities), 3 
(Sufficient Stormwater Drainage Facilities), 5 (Adequate Wastewater Facilities), 7 
(Solid Waste Requirements), and 8 (Energy) would be less than significant with the 
implementation of General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures. Only 
Issues 4 (Adequate Water Supplies) and 6 (Sufficient Landfill Capacity) would result 
in significant and unavoidable impacts after mitigation.  

G2-106 The County disagrees with the comment because it is unreasonable to assume that 
no growth will occur in the unincorporated County, which is responsible for 
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accommodating its fair share of regional growth.  As discussed in the General Plan 
Update Land Use Element, the County is faced with both significant growth 
pressures and severe environmental constraints. While population continues to grow, 
the supply of land capable of supporting development continues to decrease. The 
County recognizes that water supply is a finite resource in the unincorporated County 
and planned for future growth accordingly.  The General Plan proposes to distribute 
approximately 80 percent of the planned growth in the County within the SDCWA 
boundary. This strategy coincides with the provision of imported water in San Diego 
County’s semi-arid environment, and reflects the development pattern of the 
County’s largest unincorporated communities, which are located in the County’s 
western areas where demand for new development has and will continue to be 
greatest.  Therefore, the primary consideration for the County’s strategy for growth is 
the availability of finite resources. 

G2-107 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

G2-108 The County disagrees with this comment, which is speculative and provides no 
evidence to support the statement. Moreover, the comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-109 This comment summarizes information provided in the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study and Section 2.8.6.2, Issue 2: Groundwater Supplies and 
Recharge.  In addition to the reason stated in the comment, this mitigation measure 
was also found to be infeasible because it would impede the County’s ability to 
implement the General Plan Update because it would prohibit future development in 
areas identified for increased growth in the General Plan Update.  This comment 
does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-110 The County disagrees with this comment.  Refer to responses to comments G2-1 
through G2-109. The commenter has not identified any inaccuracy, inadequacy, or 
area where the DEIR is incomplete.  No further response is required. 

G2-111 The County agrees with the comment and has determined that the DEIR project 
description is consistent with the CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and applicable case law.  

G2-112 The County disagrees with this comment which is speculative and provides an 
opinion of the commenter.  As identified in the previous responses to comments 
regarding the Ramona Community Planning Area and other communities, the 
commenter has not identified any inaccuracy, inadequacy, or area where the DEIR is 
incomplete.  Therefore, no revisions to the General Plan Update or DEIR are 
required in response to this comment. 

G2-113 The County disagrees with this comment which is non-specific and speculative and 
provides an opinion of the commenter.  Consistent with the CEQA and CEQA 
Guidelines, the DEIR for the General Plan Update analyzes the impacts that the 
proposed project would have on the environment and identifies mitigation measures 
to reduce significant impacts, as feasible.  



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter G 2, Back Country Coalition (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page G2-87 
October 2010 

G2-114 The DEIR addresses groundwater dependent communities in Section 4.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality. This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required. 

G2-115 This comment expresses support for the CSP.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-116 This comment expresses support for the CSP.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-117 The draft CSP is available on the County’s General Plan Update website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/index.html, along with the DEIR.  It was 
also available for review during the DEIR public review period.  Therefore, the 
commenter’s request was already met.  In addition, the CSP is noted in the DEIR as 
mitigation (see Aes-1.5, Agr-1.3, Bio-1.1, and Haz-4.4). 

G2-118 The County disagrees with the comment which is speculative in nature. Further, the 
program DEIR is not intended to be as specific as later project-specific EIRs. As 
discussed in DEIR Section 1.9, Purpose and Use of an EIR, while the Program EIR 
intends to identify potential impacts that would result from project implementation, 
the level of analysis is not detailed to the level of site specificity, nor is it intended to 
be accurate to this level of specificity. The Program EIR will identify a range of 
potential impacts resulting from future development allowed under the General Plan 
Update and will identify mitigation measures that future development may implement 
to reduce identified potentially significant effects. No further response is required. 

G2-119 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. For information regarding the adequacy of the DEIR project description 
under CEQA, refer to response to comment G2-111.  

G2-120 The County disagrees with this comment. As identified in Section 1.8, Other Project 
Components, the proposed project includes revisions to the Resource Protection 
Ordinance, Groundwater Ordinance, and Subdivision Ordinance, among others.  As 
stated in this DEIR section, revisions to these ordinances were considered during 
preparation of the EIR impact analysis for the General Plan Update.  The ordinance 
revisions were made available during the EIR public review period on the County’s 
General Plan Update website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/index.html along with the DEIR. As noted 
in the comment, these ordinance changes are included as mitigation for many 
subject areas. This is because, based on the County’s analysis, the proposed 
amendments would lessen environmental impacts. The comment suggests that the 
ordinance revisions would result in significant impacts, but does not provide evidence 
or reasoning to support the claim. 

G2-121 The County disagrees with the comment. Refer to response to comment G2-120.  
The proposed revisions to ordinances referenced by the commenter were identified 
in Section 1.8 of the DEIR, made available for public review on the County’s General 
Plan Update website at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/index.html, and 
their environmental impacts were considered in the DEIR. The complete 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/index.html
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/index.html
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/index.html
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Conservation Subdivision Program, with proposed ordinance amendments, was also 
made available for public review at the same time the DEIR was circulated.  It is still 
available at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html.  

G2-122 This comment introduces the comments that are addressed in responses to 
comments G2-123 through G2-166.  This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-123 The commenter is correct in the assessment that the design criteria listed in 
paragraph two under the draft CSP Component #1 Subdivision Ordinance Addition 
are required for all subdivisions on lands with densities that range from Semi-Rural 
10 to Rural Lands 160. 

G2-124 This comment appears to mischaracterize the intent of the CSP, inferring that the 
Program would allow modified steep slope calculations and the construction of 
substandard roads.  This is not the case.  Subdivisions proposed under the CSP 
would, in limited situations, be allowed to encroach into steep slopes to avoid other 
environmental impacts as determined by site conditions.  In addition, the CSP may 
allow reduced road widths under certain situations; however, it is not proposing 
construction of substandard roads.  The benefits of the CSP would only be available 
to Conservation Subdivisions, not standard subdivisions. 

G2-125 This comment requests clarification on the CSP and does not pertain to the DEIR. 
The minimum lot size allowed by the CSP would vary by General Plan designation 
and community plan requirements. 

G2-126 This comment requests clarification on the CSP and does not pertain to the DEIR.  
The commenter inquires whether fuel modification areas are taken from open space 
or development percentages.  As specified in Section 2.4.2, Locating Housing Sites, 
of the CSP draft Rural Design Guidelines, under item #2, the fuel modification areas 
are not allowed to extend into designated open space areas; see below: 

“Locate and design the development in a manner that maximizes defensibility from 
wildland fires and accommodates all necessary fuel modification on-site.  Homes and 
other habitable structures require areas where the vegetation can be managed in a 
way to reduce the fire risk to the home. These areas are referred to as fuel 
modification zones. These areas typically extend 100 – 200 feet from the structure 
and are not allowed to extend into the designated open space areas.” 

G2-127 This comment requests clarification on the CSP and does not pertain to the DEIR. 
The CSP is proposed and has not yet been adopted by the Board of Supervisors and 
is presented in draft form.  The maximum grade that would be allowed as an 
encroachment under the Resource Protection Ordinance (RPO) would be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis according to site-specific issues. 

G2-128 This comment raises a question concerning exceptions for development projects 
submitted outside of the CSP.  As discussed in response to comment G2-124 above. 
The benefits of the CSP would only be available to conservation subdivisions, not 
standard subdivisions. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/conssub.html
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G2-129 This comment raises a specific question concerning exceptions for roads designed 
under the CSP.  These roads would be subject to the General Plan Update goals 
and policies and the County Road Standards, including the process for allowing 
exceptions to the Standards. 

G2-130 This comment raised a specific question concerning the revision to County Public 
Road Standards, which are outside of the General Plan Update project; therefore, a 
response is not required. 

G2-131 This comment raises a question concerning roads designed under the CSP. The 
maximum road grade that would be allowed would be evaluated on a case-by-case 
basis according to site-specific issues. 

G2-132 Roads approved for conservation subdivisions would be subject to the General Plan 
Update goals and policies and the County Road Standards, including requirements 
for emergency vehicles access. 

G2-133 Please refer to response to comment G2-132 above. 

G2-134 Please refer to response to comment G2-132 above. 

G2-135 The revised County Public Road Standards are intended to implement the General 
Plan Update goals and policies; however, are not part of the General Plan Update 
project.  Since the revised Standards are not part of the General Plan Update, they 
are on a different track.  The draft Implementation Plan identifies other planned 
revisions to ordinances and regulations that will implement General Plan Update 
goals and policies.  These as well are on a separate track from the General Plan 
Update and will go through a separate public planning process. 

G2-136 The General Plan Update proposed a CSP framework, along with associated 
changes to regulations that support this program.  However, this comment raises a 
specific question which can only be answered for individual development projects.  
For more information regarding buffers, fencing and signage, see the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance and associated Report Format and Content 
Guidelines for Biological Resources, available at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/procguid.html.  

G2-137 Please refer to response to comment G2-136 above. 

G2-138 This comment raises concerns with regard to assurances for open space easements.  
When the County conditions a subdivision to include dedication of open space as an 
avoidance measure or mitigating measure, the condition becomes part of the 
Mitigating Monitoring and Reporting Program under CEQA.  As such, the County as 
lead agency assures that it will meet success criteria.  The entity that manages 
and/or provides stewardship of the open space may vary depending on project 
specifics.  The County is responsible for ensuring that any appointed entities 
maintain the open space and achieve success criteria or performance standards. 

G2-139 Please refer to response to comment G2-138 above. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/procguid.html
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G2-140 The County acknowledges that conservancies typically require monetary 
endowments.  Any entity that manages open space typically requires funding for the 
maintenance activities.   

G2-141 The County does not typically approve Homeowners Associations as open space 
managers.  See also response to comment G2-138 above. 

G2-142 The County disagrees that the last sentence added to the Subdivision Ordinance in 
Section 81.401(p)(6)vi. implies that open space could be deemed a fire danger and 
set aside for future development.  Fire authorities having jurisdiction over a property 
will be consulted prior to approval of a subdivision on the property.  However, 
vacations of easements may be required in rare circumstances related to public 
health, safety or welfare.  See Board Policy I-103 for details regarding when open 
space easements may be vacated.  This policy is available at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/cob/docs/policy/I-103.pdf.   

G2-143 Please refer to response to comment G2-142 regarding vacations of open space 
easements. 

G2-144 The comment expresses concern for protection of resources if the open space is 
used for recreational purposes.  The standard language for open space easements 
in the County prohibits this use within the easement.  The County’s Department of 
Planning and Land Use investigates reported violations of open space and levies 
penalties when violations are confirmed.  If protected resources are damaged, the 
County may require restoration or mitigation. 

G2-145 Please refer to response to comment G2-144 above. 

G2-146 Please refer to response to comment G2-144 above. 

G2-147 Please refer to response to comment G2-144 above. 

G2-148 As proposed, the CSP provides for no exceptions to the percentages of 
conservation.  

G2-149 The County has not proposed exceptions to the CSP provisions.  As such, any 
response to the comment would be speculative. 

G2-150 This comment raises a question with regard to outside interests involved in 
developing the CSP.  The County worked with community planning groups, interest 
groups, and other stakeholders during the process of drafting the CSP.  In addition, 
the Planning Commission formed a subcommittee and held a workshop to consider 
public input on the Program.  

G2-151 Refer to response to comment G2-150 above. 

G2-152 The County disagrees that the general public has not been involved in the 
development of the CSP.  The program was developed with extensive input from two 
separate General Plan Update public advisory groups at meetings that have all been 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/cob/docs/policy/I-103.pdf
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open to the public.  In addition, public input, such as from this comment letter, is 
being received as part of July-August 2009 public review period.  Additional public 
input and review will be part of the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
hearings. 

G2-153 As proposed, the CSP may be processed in all communities; however, the allowable 
minimum lot size may vary among communities.  Ultimately, the Board of 
Supervisors will determine the final provisions of the Program. 

G2-154 As proposed, the CSP will be a mitigation measure of the project and will become 
part of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and adopted by ordinance.  
Any future changes to the Program would require environmental review and a public 
hearing process. 

G2-155 The comment raises a hypothetical question about future discretionary projects.  
Such determinations would depend on many factors and any response to this 
comment would be speculative.  However, it should be noted that, as proposed, 
conservation subdivisions would be allowed County-wide and would be treated the 
same way that all discretionary projects are treated.  While planning and sponsor 
group comments and concerns are considered during the review of discretionary 
projects, County staff processes projects and makes recommendations to decision 
makers based on conformance with all applicable policies and regulations. 

G2-156 The answer to the question in this comment is “no.”  As proposed in the CSP, 
additional slope encroachment would only be granted for a Conservation Subdivision 
that sufficiently conserves sensitive lands. 

G2-157 The amount of land to be conserved under a conservation subdivision would depend 
on many factors.  Please review the County’s Guidelines for Determining 
Significance and associated Report Format and Content Guidelines for Biological 
Resources for an overview of how project design and open space design are 
determined.  See also response to comment G2-136 above. 

G2-158 Useable open space is defined in the Zoning Ordinance.  Group useable open space 
is a common area within a development as opposed to private useable open space.  
For Planned Residential Developments (PRD), the Zoning Ordinance describes 
private useable open space requirements as well as group useable open space 
requirements in Section 6648.  Detailed descriptions of these two types are further 
provided in Section 4900 of the Zoning Ordinance.  Pages 21-22 of the draft CSP 
show the proposed changes to PRD provisions within the Zoning Ordinance.  The 
table in the draft CSP that shows the “Useable Open Space per Lot” may constitute 
either private or group useable area with the proposed revisions.  

G2-159 The comment raises a hypothetical question about future discretionary projects.  
Such determinations would depend on many factors and any response to this 
comment would be speculative.  See also response to comment G2-136 above.  
However, it should be noted that the County does not allow dedication of open space 
over an access road; yet a well and/or a footpath may be included within an area of 
open space.   
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G2-160 This comment implies there are inconsistencies between the proposed CSP and the 
proposed changes to ordinances to implement the program; however, the comment 
does not point out any specific inconsistencies.  The County is unable to respond 
with knowing the specific inconsistencies. 

G2-161 The comment lacks sufficient detail to which a more thorough response can be 
provided.  

G2-162 The County disagrees with the statement that roadways do not result in the 
destruction of environmental resources.  The construction of roads often requires the 
direct disturbance or removal of environmental resources in the footprint of the 
roadway, such as biological and cultural resources.  However, the DEIR does 
recognize that it is future development that would require these roadways to be 
constructed.  For example, the Impact Analysis discussion in Section 2.4.3.1, Issue 
1: Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species, states that development of land uses 
consistent with the proposed General Plan Update, and construction of new 
infrastructure to support these land uses, have the potential to directly or indirectly 
impact habitats of candidate, sensitive, or special status species.  Therefore, the 
DEIR recognizes that it is future development that would require new infrastructure, 
such as roads, to be developed.  Therefore, the commenter’s statement has already 
been incorporated and addressed in the DEIR. 

G2-163 The County disagrees with the comment. The County is proposing a substantial 
decrease to overall density when compared to the existing General Plan.  Please 
also refer to responses to comments G2-2 through G2-24 regarding the population 
forecast for the unincorporated County.  The DEIR identifies that planned future 
population growth would have the potential to impact resources, but does not state 
that substandard roads are proposed to protect resources or promote sustainable 
growth.  It is unclear what the commenter is referring to by this comment.  DEIR 
Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, states 
that environmental constraints may be considered a condition under which a road 
may be exempted from County LOS standards.  As discussed in response to 
comment G2-162, the construction of roadways would have the potential to result in 
direct physical environmental impacts.  As stated in DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, the 
proposed General Plan Update policies seek to minimize environmental impacts and 
minimize road construction costs.  Therefore, while substandard roads are not 
proposed to protect resources or promote sustainable growth, as the commenter 
implies, future road improvements may not be implemented due to environmental 
constraints. 

G2-164 This comment provides an opinion of the commenter as to why the revisions to the 
County Public Road Standards are not included for public review with the General 
Plan Update.  This is not the case, as explained in response to comment G2-135 
above. 

G2-165 The County disagrees with the comment. The discussion in DEIR Section 3.1.3.2 
does not state or imply that new growth would be accommodated in areas with 
inadequate infrastructure, or that subdivisions that would endanger public safety 
would be approved.  The discussion does determine that the regulatory changes that 
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are part of the General Plan Update would result in the removal of obstacles to 
growth; however, the section concludes that this growth would be consistent with the 
General Plan Update and would not be unplanned growth.  Therefore, the quoted 
discussion from the DEIR does not support the commenter’s opinions identified in 
comments G2-162, G2-163 and G2-164. 

G2-166 This comment provides an opinion of the commenter and does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-167 The County agrees that the use of the term “Chapter” in the RPO does not make any 
difference in the implementation of the ordinance.  The RPO is a chapter within the 
County Code and is therefore referred to in this manner. 

G2-168 This comment introduces the comments that are addressed in responses G2-169 
through G2-181 and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a 
response is required. 

G2-169 The County disagrees with the comment. Section 2.9.1 of the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study identifies groundwater problem areas under existing conditions 
related to large quantity/ clustered groundwater users. No significance determination 
is identified in this section of the study.  The comment also refers to past land use 
decisions made by the County. As stated in CEQA Guidelines Section 15121, an EIR 
is an informational document which will inform public agency decision makers and 
the public of the significant environmental impacts of a proposed project.  The 
General Plan Update DEIR identifies the environmental impacts of the proposed 
project, not past land use decisions. Therefore, this comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.  

G2-170 The County disagrees with the comment. The General Plan Update Groundwater 
Study identifies that generally susceptible areas that could be impacted by the 
combined drawdown of existing well(s) include clustered residences on lots smaller 
than 4 acres, irrigated agricultural lands, and other known large groundwater users. It 
does not make a broad determination that any clustered development in the County 
would be risky.   

G2-171 The cited section of the Groundwater Study was intended to emphasize that large 
areas of land may be needed for development in the affected areas to conserve 
groundwater.  It does not preclude conservation subdivisions, which would still 
preserve large areas in open space and consolidate development footprint. 

G2-172 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

G2-173 The County disagrees with the comment.  The General Plan Update Groundwater 
Study and the DEIR do not lack the identification of a long-term groundwater supply. 
The DEIR addresses the issue of groundwater supply, provides an analysis of 
county-wide groundwater supplies, impacts from the project, and identifies numerous 
General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to the 
extent feasible.  As stated in Section 2.16.6.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, 
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General Plan Update policies LU-8.1, LU-8.2, LU-13.1, and LU-13.2 and mitigation 
measures USS-4.1, USS-4.2, USS-4.3, USS-4.4, USS-4.5, USS-4.6, and USS-4.7 
would reduce impacts associated with groundwater supply to the extent feasible. 
Therefore, the DEIR adequately discloses the potential impacts to groundwater.  
Refer to DEIR Section 4.0, Project Alternatives, for alternatives to the General Plan 
Update that would result in a reduced impact to groundwater supplies compared to 
the proposed project. 

G2-174 This comment provides excerpts from the DEIR. It does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

G2-175 The County disagrees with the comment, which provides an excerpt from the 
Groundwater Quality discussion in Section 2.8.3.1, Issue 1: Water Quality Standards 
and Requirements, and then implies that other contaminants should be added to the 
conclusion in this sentence.  The discussion in this section pertains only to nitrates 
and their effects on groundwater quality.  Other groundwater contaminants are 
addressed in the Groundwater Quality analysis under the subheading Other 
Constituents of Concern.  Therefore, no revision to the DEIR was made in response 
to this comment. 

G2-176 The County disagrees that “the extent of those underground fractured rock well 
issues are impossible to ascertain.”  The County does agree that all of the 
complexities of the underground fractured rock system are impossible to ascertain. 
 However, it is possible to ascertain hydraulic characteristics of geological formations 
(including fractured rock aquifers) through analyzing and evaluating pumping test 
data.  By having an understanding of the hydraulic characteristics of a given well or 
wells, reasonable estimates of well drawdown and potential well interference can be 
made.  For the County discretionary permit process, projects are required to evaluate 
well interference for wells in fractured rock basins through a threshold contained 
within the County of San Diego Guidelines for Determining Significance – 
Groundwater Resources (Page 25). 

G2-177 The County agrees with the commenter that groundwater would have the potential to 
be impacted by septic systems and that septic systems in Valley Center would have 
potential groundwater issues.  The DEIR acknowledges that septic systems would 
have the potential to impact groundwater quality in the Groundwater Quality 
discussion in Section 2.8.3.1, Issue 1: Water Quality Standards and Requirements.  
As stated in this section, the land uses proposed under the General Plan Update 
would allow for the development of septic systems, which are associated with 
nitrates and total dissolved soils contamination.  Additionally, in Section 2.6.3.5, 
Issue 5: Waste Water Disposal Systems, the DEIR acknowledges that areas of 
Valley Center have experienced a building moratorium due to the high groundwater 
levels which causes failing septic systems.   

 However, the County disagrees with the statement that the CSP would exacerbate 
this problem.  As stated in Section 2.6.3.5, the General Plan Update generally 
proposes semi-rural and rural land uses with potential lot sizes large enough to 
support on-site wastewater treatment systems (OWTS); however, project-specific 
analyses would be required for all future development to determine the capability of a 
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site to support an OWTS.  Project specific analyses would be required for future 
developments that would rely on OWTS in order to determine if the site is capable of 
supporting an OWTS.  The project would be required to comply with the RWQCB’s 
applicable standards and obtain a permit from the County Department of 
Environmental Health.   The distance between the bottom of the OWTS leach field 
and groundwater is a factor in determining whether a permit may be granted.  
Therefore, whether or not the CSP applies to a project, future development requiring 
a septic system would be required to comply with applicable regulations that do not 
permit septic systems in areas where groundwater is too high. 

G2-178 The County agrees that the General Plan Update Groundwater Study indicates that 
the build-out development of future land uses as designated in the proposed General 
Plan Update would not be supported by adequate groundwater due to some wells 
having low-well yield in portions of Lakeside, Ramona, and Morena Village and areas 
with steep slopes. Therefore, this would be considered a significant impact. This 
conclusion is stated in DEIR Section 2.8.3.2, Issue 2: Groundwater Supplies and 
Recharge.  Please refer to responses to comments G2-2 through G2-24 regarding 
the population forecast for the unincorporated County.  Refer also to Section 4.0, 
Project Alternatives, for the discussion of alternatives to the proposed General Plan 
Update that would result in reduced impacts to groundwater supplies and recharge. 

G2-179 The County does not agree with this comment. The mitigation measure has been 
found to be infeasible consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4 regarding 
consideration and discussion of mitigation measures and Section 15091(a)(3) 
regarding findings for mitigation measures.  Additionally, this comment incorrectly 
interprets regional population growth planning.  Please refer to response to comment 
G2-67 for a discussion of the potential consequences that would occur if the County 
fails to accommodate a reasonable share of regional growth.  The accommodation of 
growth forecasted in the unincorporated County represents coordinated regional 
planning.  As stated in the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive Plan for San Diego 
County (2004), the land use plans adopted by the jurisdictions in the region influence 
development and conservation patterns in the region, and the currently adopted land 
use plans of the 19 local jurisdictions, including the County, do not accommodate the 
amount of growth anticipated in the region.  If the General Plan Update would not 
accommodate the population forecasted for the region, it would result in a potentially 
significant regional population and housing impact by inducing substantial population 
growth outside the County’s jurisdiction. Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR are 
required in response to this comment.  

G2-180 The County disagrees with this comment.  As discussed in responses to comments 
G2-67 and G2-179, the County is obligated to accommodate its fair share of regional 
growth.  The County recognizes that environmental constraints, such as 
groundwater, exist; therefore, the majority of new development, approximately 
80 percent, is planned within the SDCWA boundary in the General Plan Update Land 
Use Element. This strategy coincides with the provision of imported water in San 
Diego County’s semi-arid environment.  The General Plan Update would minimize 
impacts to groundwater supply; however, significant and unavoidable impacts to 
groundwater supply would still occur, as disclosed in DEIR Section 2.8.3.2, Issue 2: 
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Groundwater Supplies and Recharge.  Mitigation measures to reduce this impact to 
the extent feasible are proposed in Section 2.8.6.3 of the DIER, Issue 2: 
Groundwater Supplies and Recharge.  Therefore, the DEIR fully discloses the 
proposed project’s impacts to groundwater and the commenter’s opinion that the 
County displays a disregard for public well being is unfounded. Additionally, the 
commenter provides no evidence to support the opinion that groundwater issues 
would be amplified with implementation of the CSP.  Land uses under the CSP 
would be consistent with the General Plan Update.  Impacts of build-out of the 
General Plan Update are identified in the DEIR.  Therefore, implementation of the 
CSP would not result in amplified impacts not identified in the DEIR. 

G2-181 The County disagrees with this statement.  Refer to response to comment G2-182.  
The General Plan Update would accommodate the majority of its fair share of 
regional growth outside of groundwater dependent areas and proposes mitigation to 
reduce impacts associated with groundwater supply to the extent feasible. 

G2-182 This comment introduces comments G2-183 through G2-192.  No further response is 
required. 

G2-183 This comment provides an excerpt from DEIR Section 2.8.3.2, Issue 2: Groundwater 
Supplies and Recharge.  This comment does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required. 

G2-184 The County disagrees with this comment.  Refer to the responses to comments G2-
43, G2-61, G2-117, G2-120, G2-124, G2-169, G2-170, G2-177, and G2-180 
regarding steep slopes and clustered groundwater usage related to the CSP.  None 
of these previous comments support the opinion that the County has degraded the 
RPO steep slope calculations and road standards to benefit excessive growth in the 
backcountry, regardless of hazards.  In fact, the responses to these comments state 
that the exemptions to the steep slope regulations in the RPO would be required to 
be consistent with public safety considerations and be accessible to emergency 
vehicles.  Additionally, the DEIR did not determine clustered development to be 
“risky,” as the commenter implies.  Please refer to responses to comments G2-2 
through G2-24, G2-67 and G2-179 regarding the population forecast for the 
unincorporated County.  The County is obligated to accommodate its fair share of 
regional growth. Approximately 80 percent of future growth in the County would be 
located in more urbanized areas (not in the backcountry) due to known 
environmental constraints.  Therefore, the County does not propose excessive 
growth in the backcountry. 

G2-185 The County agrees that the commenter’s letter will become part of the administrative 
record for the DEIR.  Please refer to responses to comments G2-2 through G2-24, 
G2-67 and G2-179 regarding the population growth forecast for the County.  This 
comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

G2-186 The County disagrees with the commenter that the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), titled Mobility 2030: The Transportation Plan for the San Diego Region, is 
based in part on population growth estimates provided by the County.  As discussed 
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in Technical Appendix 2 to the RTP, Regional Population Growth Forecasts, the 
population projection in the RTP is based on data from the 2000 Census, fertility 
rates, and interregional commuting3.   

 The County also disagrees with the commenter’s assertion that the County is not 
required to comply with the RTP.  SANDAG provides a forum for coordinated 
planning on regional issues, including transportation.  The RTP is San Diego’s 
regional blueprint to address the mobility challenges created by the region’s growth.  
As stated in the RTP, the RTP is a collaboration among SANDAG, all 18 Cities and 
the County government, and SANDAG’s transportation partners, San Diego 
Metropolitan Transit Development Board, North San Diego County Transit District, 
and California Department of Transportation, along with a wide range of interest 
groups and other agencies.  The County, along with all 18 incorporated cities, is 
required to be consistent with the RTP in order for the region to achieve the goals of 
the RTP. 

 The County also disagrees that the population growth estimate used in the RTP is 
used in the environmental analysis of the DEIR.  As stated in DEIR Section 1.13.2, 
Differences with SANDAG Population Model Forecast, the DEIR utilizes the 2008 
SANDAG population forecast.  Refer to response to comments G2-67 and G2-179 
regarding the County’s obligation to accommodate its regional share of population 
growth. 

G2-187 The County disagrees with this comment that the result of the RTP area is biased 
toward the County.  Refer to response G2-186.  The RTP population forecast is not 
based on information provided by the County; therefore, the commenter’s opinion is 
unfounded. 

G2-188 This comment introduces comments G2-189 through G2-192 and does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required.   

G2-189 The County disagrees with this comment.  The statement provided in the comment 
does not relieve the County of any responsibility for planning for local public and fire 
access roads.  The General Plan Update provides a framework for land use and 
development decisions on a County-wide level. Community and subregional plans 
provide a framework for addressing the critical issues and concerns that are unique 
to a community and are not reflected in the broader policies of the Land Use Element 
of the General Plan. Therefore, it is appropriate for community plans to consider local 
public and fire access roads for their respective community rather than the elements 
of the General Plan Update. The County is responsible for the preparation and 
approval of community plans, which are part of the General Plan.  Therefore, the 
County is not relieved of the responsibility for planning for local public and fire access 
roads. 

                                                                 
3
 San Diego Association of Governments. Mobility 2030: The Transportation Plan for the San Diego 

Region. April 2003. Online URL: 
http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=197&fuseaction=projects.detail 
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G2-190 The County does not agree with this comment. The DEIR quote referenced in the 
comment pertains to existing conditions which would continue to occur with 
implementation of the General Plan Update. Any new roadways or improvements to 
existing roadways occurring under the General Plan Update would not be approved if 
they would impair emergency access.  Due to the persistence of these existing 
conditions, the DEIR identifies that the project would result in a potentially significant 
impact and mitigation is proposed.   

G2-191 The County disagrees with this comment, which summarizes information provided in 
the DEIR, rather than demonstrates its inadequacy. The commenter appears to 
assert, based on the emphasis added to the quotes provided in this comment from 
the Impact Analysis in DEIR Section 2.15.3.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access, that if an 
impact is determined to be potentially significant, it is inadequate.  The identification 
of significant impacts that would have the potential to result from implementation of 
the proposed project, and mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, is consistent 
with Sections 15126.2 and 15126.4 of the CEQA Guidelines.  Identification of a 
potentially significant impact does not make a DEIR inadequate; rather, it is a 
requirement of CEQA.  In the case of emergency access impacts, mitigation 
measures are provided in DEIR Section 2.15.6.4 which reduce the potential impacts 
to below a level of significance. 

G2-192 The County disagrees with the comment that the DEIR should be reissued.  As 
discussed in response to comments G2-1 through G2-191, the Back Country 
Coalition comments do not demonstrate any inadequacies in the DEIR.  The 
environmental impacts of the proposed CSP, revised County ordinances, and project 
mitigation measures have been adequately addressed in the DEIR, as described in 
response to comment G2-120.  Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f), 
the impact analyses and conclusions provided in the DEIR are supported by 
substantial evidence. Please also refer to response to comment G2-18 regarding the 
definition and application of substantial evidence in the DEIR. No revisions to the 
DEIR were required in response to this comment.  

G2-193 This comment describes the commenter’s involvement in the General Plan Update 
process and does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is 
required. 

G2-194 This comment expresses that the commenter no longer supports the Draft Land Use 
Map Alternative.  The statement that a consensus within the Interest Group was 
made for the Draft Land Use Map is not found in the DEIR nor the General Plan 
Update planning documents.  Ultimately, the Board of Supervisors must determine 
which Land Use Map will be adopted.  The information in this comment will be in the 
Final EIR for review and consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

G2-195 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update is inadequate or inaccurate.  
The commenter refers to “various sections” of the comment letter to support this 
statement, but no specific comment or topic is identified.  None of the comments 
provided in the Back Country Coalition (BCC) letter have demonstrated any 
inadequacies in the DEIR.  Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR have been made 
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based on this comment. Please refer to responses to comment G2-1 through G2-194 
for the County’s responses to the BCC’s comments.  

G2-196 This comment expresses the commenter’s preference for the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative.  This project alternative, and all other proposed alternatives, will 
be considered by the County Board of Supervisors when making a final decision 
regarding project approval.  The commenter does not provide any specific example 
of what the commenter feels is an “adequate standard” or any evidence to support 
the opinion that population growth would be too great in areas with limited 
infrastructure.  Please refer to responses to comments G2-47, G2-52, G2-80, G2-82, 
G2-86, G2-88, G2-89, G2-112, and G2-178 for discussion regarding the community 
of Ramona. 

G2-197 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required.  The commenter’s opinion will be taken into consideration by the Board 
of Supervisors when making a final decision regarding project approval. 

G2-198 The County disagrees with the statement that the population growth estimate in the 
DEIR is inadequate and inaccurate.  Please refer to responses to comments G2-2 
through G2-24 regarding the population forecast for the unincorporated County used 
in the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR were required in response to these comments.  
Therefore, the comparison of the Environmentally Superior Alternative to the 
proposed project is accurate.  However, the commenter’s preference for the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative has been noted. 

G2-199 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to responses to 
comments G2-2 through G2-24 for a detailed response to the commenter’s claim that 
the population forecast is arbitrary.  As discussed in these responses, the population 
forecast data provided in the DEIR is complete and accurate.  Additionally, the 
purpose of the DEIR is not to “create” population numbers, but to analyze the 
potential environmental impacts of growth accommodated by the land uses proposed 
in the General Plan Update.  No revisions to the DEIR are required as a result of this 
comment. 

G2-200 The County disagrees with this comment, which summarizes the comments that are 
addressed in responses to comments G2-67 through G2-114.  Refer to the 
responses to these comments regarding the General Plan Update and water supply. 

G2-201 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

G2-202 The County disagrees with this comment, which summarizes the comments that are 
addressed in responses to comments G2-47 through G2-66.  Refer to the responses 
to these comments regarding the General Plan Update and traffic LOS. 

G2-203 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required.  The County will notify the commenter regarding all documents and 
hearings related to the proposed project. 
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G3-1 This comment is an introduction to the comments that are addressed in responses to 
comments G3-2 through G3-118.  It does not raise a significant environmental issue 
for which a response is required. 

 
G3-2 The County agrees with this comment and the issues raised are not at variance with 

the DEIR.  However, it should be noted that build-out of the General Plan Update is 
not necessarily planned for 2030, but is expected to roughly coincide with that 
timeframe. 

 
G3-3 This comment correctly summarizes information provided in the DEIR.  It does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
G3-4 This comment correctly summarizes information provided in the DEIR.  It does not 

raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 
 
G3-5 The County does not agree with this comment. This comment incorrectly states that 

the General Plan Update population forecast is lower than SANDAG‟s forecast due 
to certain infrastructure and environmental constraints.  DEIR Section 1.13.1, 
Components of the County Population Forecast Model, states that the General Plan 
Update population forecast is lower than the previous General Plan, not SANDAG 
forecasts, due to lower density development identified for areas with land use 
constraints, such as those that lack sufficient infrastructure and services or are prone 
to safety concerns, such as wildfires.  As discussed in DEIR Section 1.13.2, 
Differences with SANDAG Population Forecast Model, the difference between the 
County and the SANDAG population forecasts is due to differences in the population 
models. The difference between the two models is mostly attributed to differences in 
persons per household (PPH), vacancy rates, and group quarters population. 

 
G3-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  The County‟s population forecast 

was developed using the County‟s population model.  The land use designations 
proposed in the General Plan Update reflect infrastructure constraints and protect 
sensitive natural resources which are incorporated into the population model, as 
discussed in DEIR Section 1.7.1.1, Land Use, under the heading, Proposed Land 
Use Map. As described in DEIR Section 1.13.1, Components of the County 
Population Forecast Model, the County‟s model identifies the number of future 
residential units that would be allowed at build-out according to the proposed land 
use map and existing constraints.  From this information, the forecast population was 
derived by considering several additional factors, such as existing population, 
population living in group quarters, vacancy rate, and persons per household. 

 
G3-7 The County does not agree with this comment. This comment incorrectly states that 

SANDAG forecasts a population of 768,000 people in the unincorporated County in 
2030.  However, 768,000 is the population forecast under the existing General Plan.  
SANDAG‟s 2030 population forecast for the unincorporated County is 723,392. The 
DEIR discusses the difference between SANDAG‟s population model and the 
County‟s population model in Section 1.13.2, Differences with SANDAG Population 
Forecast Model. See also response to comment G3-5 for further information 
regarding the differences between these two models. 
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G3-8 The County does not agree with this comment. The County‟s population forecast was 
developed using the County‟s population model.  See response to comment G3-6 for 
additional information regarding the County‟s forecast model. 

 
G3-9 The County does not agree with this comment, which states that the County‟s 

existing and proposed land use designations and policies limit growth in the 
unincorporated County.  While it is true that the General Plan provides the regulatory 
framework that determines what growth may occur in the unincorporated County, 
existing and proposed General Plan land use designations and policies are based on 
existing physical constraints to development as discussed in Section 1.7.1.1 of the 
DEIR, Land Use.  The land use framework reflects constraints on development, not 
the other way around.  

 
G3-10 The County disagrees with the comment. The DEIR evaluates the environmental 

impacts of the proposed General Plan Update in accordance with CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126, Consideration and Discussion 
of Environmental Impacts states “All phases of a project must be considered when 
evaluating its impacts on the environment: planning, acquisition, development and 
operation.” CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, Consideration and Discussion of 
Significant Environmental Effects, states “Direct and indirect significant effects of the 
project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due 
consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects. The discussion should 
include relevant specifics of the area, the resources involved, physical changes, 
alterations to ecological systems, and changes induced in population distribution, 
population concentration, the human use of the land, health and safety problems 
caused by the physical changes, and other aspects of the resource base such as 
water, historical resources, scenic quality, and public services.” These guidelines 
provide the appropriate framework for the environmental impact analysis of the 
DEIR, and are the basis for which the DEIR determined the significance of the 
project impacts. 

 
G3-11 The County generally agrees that planning for higher density development on 

smaller development footprints would reduce impacts to natural resources; however, 
this kind of development does not reduce all environmental impacts when compared 
to the same amount of development on a larger footprint.  Environmental impacts 
that may be increased from higher density development, as compared to lower 
density development, include visual character or quality, permanent increases in 
ambient noise levels, and traffic and level of service standards. However, the 
planning strategy suggested in the comment is already incorporated into the General 
Plan Update by developing a land use map that favors more efficient development by 
accommodating more residential growth on less land, as discussed in Section 
1.7.1.1 of the DEIR, Land Use. 

 
G3-12 The County agrees with the comment. The planning strategy identified in the 

comment is already incorporated into the General Plan Update by accommodating 
higher density growth in the western areas of the unincorporated County where 
established communities exist and are in closer proximity to the incorporated cities, 
as discussed Section 1.7.1.1 of the DEIR, Land Use. 
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G3-13 The County disagrees with the comment. As stated in responses to comments G3-11 
and G3-12, the General Plan Update does incorporate the planning principles 
referred to in the comment, and as a result, the proposed land use designations were 
developed to concentrate development where infrastructure is currently provided or 
can be made available, and where fewer environmental constraints exist, as 
discussed in Section 1.7.1.1, Land Use, of the DEIR.  The planning principles used in 
the General Plan Update Land Use Element respond to existing infrastructure and 
environmental constraints, they do not create or designate constraints, as the 
commenter implies. Additionally, the DEIR evaluates the environmental impacts of 
the proposed General Plan Update in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126, Consideration and Discussion of Environmental Impacts. Refer to response 
to comment G3-10 for additional information. 

 
G3-14 This comment summarizes the revisions to Section 65080(b)(2)(B) of the 

Government Code in Section 4 of Senate Bill (SB) 375 (Addressing Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions from the Transportation Sector via Regional Transportation Plans) which 
includes the following statement: 

 
 "Each metropolitan planning organization shall prepare a sustainable communities 

strategy, subject to the requirements of Part 450 of Title 23 of, and Part 93 of Title 40 
of, the Code of Federal Regulations, including the requirement to utilize the most 
recent planning assumptions considering local general plans and other factors. The 
sustainable communities strategy shall (i) identify the general location of uses, 
residential densities, and building intensities within the region; (ii) identify areas 
within the region sufficient to house all the population of the region, including all 
economic segments of the population, over the course of the planning period of the 
regional transportation plan taking into account net migration into the region, 
population growth, household formation and employment growth; (iii) identify areas 
within the region sufficient to house an eight-year projection of the regional housing 
need for the region pursuant to Section 65584..."  

 
 SANDAG is the metropolitan planning organization for San Diego County. While the 

commenter‟s summary is generally correct, it is more accurate to say that SANDAG 
is required by SB 375 not to assume that the forecasted population would be housed 
in surrounding counties specifically when preparing its sustainable communities 
strategy. This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which 
any additional response is required. 

 
G3-15 The County does not agree with the commenter‟s opinion that the General Plan 

Update does not plan for sufficient development densities to accommodate 
anticipated growth.  As discussed in DEIR Section 1.13, County Population Forecast 
Model and Projected Growth, the County‟s population forecast model identifies the 
number of future residential units that would be allowed at build-out according to the 
proposed land use map and existing constraints. From this information, the forecast 
population is derived by considering several additional factors, such as existing 
population, population living in group quarters, vacancy rate, and persons per 
household. Using this information, the County‟s population model forecasts a build-
out population of 678,270 for the County. This population would be accommodated 
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by the proposed project (Referral Map). Therefore, anticipated population growth is 
consistent with the proposed land use designations.  

 
 The comment also states that the proposed project‟s policies would result in many 

obstacles; and existing regulations would make it impossible to achieve the 
maximum densities allowed. However, the commenter does not identify which of the 
project‟s numerous policies they think would result in obstacles, what the obstacles 
are, or which existing regulations would prevent the achievement of the maximum 
densities allowed by the General Plan Update. The County disagrees with the 
comment. The policies identified in the General Plan Update are intended to support 
implementation of the land use designations proposed by the land use map.  To the 
extent necessary, existing planning documents and regulations, such as the 
County‟s community plans, Resource Protection Ordinance and Zoning Ordinance, 
would be updated to be consistent with the General Plan Update. Therefore, the 
proposed project‟s policies and existing regulations would not result in obstacles or 
prevent the achievement of the maximum densities allowed by the General Plan 
Update. 

 
G3-16 The County does not agree with this comment. The comment states that only a small 

amount of acreage in the County is designated for high density village residential 
uses. While "small" is a relative term, the allocation of approximately 38,819 acres to 
village residential use is not considered by County staff to be a small amount of 
acreage.  

 
 The comment also argues that allowed densities will not be achieved because of 

incompatibility with community character.  The compatibility of the General Plan 
Update land uses with community character is discussed under the heading Impact 
Analysis in Section 2.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or Quality.   As discussed in 
this section, the General Plan Update would accommodate intensified development 
within several communities which would have the potential to result in substantial 
changes to community character.   

 
 These communities are Alpine CPA, Bonsall CPA, Central Mountain Subregion, 

Crest/Dehesa/Harbison Canyon/Granite Hills Subregion, Desert Subregion, 
Fallbrook CPA, Julian CPA, Lakeside CPA, Mountain Empire Subregion, Rainbow 
CPA, Ramona CPA, San Dieguito CPA, and Valley Center CPA.  Thus, the DEIR 
recognizes the potential for the land uses proposed in the General Plan Update to 
result in a potentially significant impact to community character, and proposes 
mitigation measures in DEIR Section 2.1.6.3, Issues 3: Visual Character or Quality, 
to reduce impacts to the extent feasible.    

 
 The DEIR concludes that impacts associated with visual character and quality would 

be significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the General Plan Update does not 
preclude development as a result of conflicts with community character; it would 
allow development to occur despite the impacts.  Further, as discussed in DEIR 
Section 2.1.6.3, a mitigation measure that was considered but ultimately rejected 
was a requirement for community plans to severely limit the potential for 
development growth in order to maintain the existing visual character or quality of 
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each community.  However, the measure was determined to be infeasible because it 
would conflict with areas identified for increased growth under the General Plan 
Update, conflict with goals of the Housing Element to provide sufficient housing 
stock, and would not achieve one of the primary objectives of the proposed project 
which is to accommodate a reasonable amount of regional growth. 

 
 The commenter also presents the opinion that allowed densities in village 

development areas will not be achieved because they would not be allowed by 
community plans.  As stated in Section 1.8.1, Community Plan Updates, under the 
proposed project, existing community plans would be updated for consistency with 
the General Plan Update elements by removing outdated policies, goals, conditions, 
and any information that is inconsistent with the General Plan Update.  Therefore, 
the Community Plans would be updated to be consistent with the land use 
framework of the General Plan Update and the village development areas proposed 
in the General Plan Update would be allowed under the community plans.  
Additionally, as discussed in the previous paragraph, a mitigation measure requiring 
that community plans limit development in order to preserve existing community 
character was rejected as infeasible because it would conflict with areas identified for 
growth under the General Plan Update.  

 
 The comment also states that allowed densities in village development areas will not 

be achieved because of obstacles presented by compliance with vague General Plan 
policies.  The commenter does not identify which of the project‟s numerous policies 
are vague or would result in obstacles, or what the obstacles are.  The policies 
identified in the General Plan Update are intended to support implementation of the 
land use designations proposed by the land use map.  Therefore, the proposed 
project‟s policies would not result in obstacles or prevent the achievement of the 
maximum densities allowed by the General Plan Update. 

 
G3-17 The County does not agree with this comment which states the opinion of the 

commenter that the summary of General Plan Update Policy LU-1.6, Village 
Expansion, in the DEIR makes it unclear whether the project will allow for village 
densities and accommodate the population forecast for the unincorporated County. 
The portion of Policy LU-1.6, Village Expansion, that pertains to the issue of visual 
character and quality is summarized in Section 2.1.3.3, Issue 3: Visual Character or 
Quality under heading Proposed General Plan Update Goals and Policies, to 
demonstrate that this policy would protect visual character or quality.  Policy LU-1.6, 
Village Expansion is listed Section 2.1.6.3 of the DEIR, Issue 3: Visual Character or 
Quality. 

 
 As stated above, General Plan Update Policy LU-1.6, Village Expansion, provides 

guidance for the expansion of development within the Village Regional Category. It 
does not restrict the development of village densities; instead it provides guidance to 
ensure that the development of these land uses would minimize environmental 
impacts. As discussed in response to comment G3-9, the land use designations 
proposed by the General Plan Update are intended to reflect infrastructure 
constraints and protect sensitive natural resources (see DEIR Section 1.7.1.1, Land 
Use).  The General Plan Update aims to accommodate village development in areas 
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where such development would be possible, given existing constraints.  Therefore, 
the proposed project would allow for village densities and accommodate the 
necessary population forecast. 

 
G3-18 The County disagrees with this comment, which indicates that information provided 

in the Housing Element Background Report has not been included or analyzed the 
DEIR. The Housing Element is part of the proposed project and has been fully 
analyzed in the DEIR. While the Housing Element Background Report does not 
propose specific development that would occur under the General Plan Update, it 
does identify where residential development may be accommodated. This 
information was utilized in the development of the General Plan Update land use 
framework. The DEIR analyzes the potential impacts that would occur from full build-
out of all proposed land use designations in the County, including areas identified for 
residential development in the Housing Element. Future housing projects would be 
required to comply with the underlying land use designation of the site, regardless of 
income level. Therefore, the DEIR fully analyzes the impacts that the build-out of 
various types of residential land uses would have on the environment. No revision to 
the DEIR is necessary. 

 
 Additionally, updates to the County‟s Zoning Ordinance are included as part of the 

proposed project, discussed in Section 1.8.8, San Diego County Zoning Ordinance, 
and analyzed throughout the DEIR as a project component.  

 
 Additionally, this comment states that the County is required under SB 375 to 

designate and zone enough land to accommodate all income levels.  As stated in 
Section 2 of the Legislative Counsel‟s Digest portion of SB 375, this requirement is 
taken from existing State law.  The General Plan Update Housing Element was 
prepared in accordance with State law and has been reviewed and received a finding 
of substantial compliance by the State Department of Housing and Community 
Development. Therefore, the project meets the SB 375 requirement regarding 
income levels.  

 
G3-19 The County agrees with the comment, which correctly states that the SANDAG 

growth projections are used to prepare the Regional Housing Needs Assessment 
(RHNA).  As the regional planning agency, SANDAG is responsible for allocating the 
RHNA to individual jurisdictions. After determining the region‟s housing needs 
number through consultation with the California Department of Housing and 
Community Development, SANDAG works with its member jurisdictions to allocate 
the regional share by jurisdiction, and to allocate each jurisdiction‟s regional share 
number by income category.  

 
G3-20 The County does not agree with this comment, which incorrectly states that the DEIR 

does not explain the RHNA allocation of 12,368 is for the planning period through 
2010.  As explained in DEIR Section 1.7.1.2, Housing, the Housing Element covers 
the planning period of July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2010.  As part of the 2005-2010 
Housing Element cycle, the County has been allocated a share of the region‟s 
housing needs that is equivalent to 12,358 units.  Therefore, this information is 
available in the DEIR.  No revision to the DEIR is necessary.   
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 Additionally, this comment requests the DEIR add information about the 2050 
population projection that is being prepared by SANDAG.  The County appreciates 
and acknowledges this information.  However, existing conditions provided in the 
DEIR describe conditions on or around April 2008, which is the when the Notice of 
Preparation was circulated for public review and therefore is the date established for 
the data baseline.  This is consistent with Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, 
which states that “an EIR must include a description of the physical environmental 
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the Notice of 
Preparation is published”.  Additionally, as the commenter acknowledges, the 
SANDAG 2050 population information is currently in the development stages and is 
not available for use in the DEIR.  No revisions to the DEIR were made in response 
to this comment. 

 
G3-21 The County disagrees with this comment, which incorrectly states that the RHNA 

numbers are based on SANDAG‟s population forecast of 768,000.  The reference to 
768,000 is the population forecast of the existing General Plan, not the population 
used by SANDAG.  As stated in Section 1.13.2, Differences with SANDAG 
Population Model Forecast, SANDAG forecasts that the unincorporated County‟s 
2030 population would be 723,392. This comment does correctly state that the 
population forecast for the proposed General Plan Update is 678,000. No revisions 
were made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
G3-22 The County disagrees with this comment, which states that the General Plan Update 

housing capacity would conflict with the RHNA beyond 2010.  This comment is 
speculative because the RHNA for the cycle following the 2005-2010 Housing 
Element cycle has not yet been determined; therefore, its impacts cannot be 
analyzed.  No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-23 This comment is speculative because the RHNA for the cycle following the 2005-

2010 Housing Element has not yet been determined; therefore, its impacts cannot be 
analyzed.  The number of homes needed in the County beyond the current RHNA 
may also be thousands of units lower than the number provided by the General Plan 
Update. No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-24 The County disagrees that the DEIR should be revised to explain how additional 

housing will be allocated among various planning areas due to updated growth 
projections. Please refer to responses to comments G3-20, G3-22 and G3-23 for 
additional information. As described under the heading Impact Analysis in Section 
2.12.3.2, Issue 2: Displacement of Housing, the County‟s land use plan would far 
exceed its RHNA of 12,358 new residential units by accommodating up to 71,540 
new residential units. Therefore, the project would provide 59,182 more residential 
units than its RHNA.  This provides a substantial buffer of new housing units that 
were analyzed beyond the amount currently required by RHNA, or may be required 
by the RHNA in the future.   

 
 The County agrees that information identifying when growth projections will be 

updated should be included in the DEIR. Therefore, the County has revised DEIR 
Section 1.7.1.2, Housing, to include a statement that identifies the Housing Element 
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will be updated every five years, in accordance with State law. The revisions to this 
section provide clarifying text only and do not result in any new significant 
environmental impacts, an increase in the severity of previously identified project 
impacts, or new feasible project alternatives or mitigation measures. 

 
G3-25 This comment correctly states that the General Plan Update was determined to be 

compatible with the Regional Comprehensive Plan (RCP) as identified in Section 
2.9.3.2 of the DEIR, Issue 2: Conflicts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and 
Regulations. The County disagrees that the General Plan Update is inconsistent with 
the RCP because of the identified quotation, taken from page 45 in Chapter 3 of the 
RCP. As stated in Section 2.9.3.2 of the DEIR, “The General Plan Update is not 
required to comply with the recommendations in the RCP; however, the County 
considered the RCP goals and implemented them to the extent feasible during the 
General Plan Update planning process.” The DEIR further states that the RCP Smart 
Growth Opportunity Areas concept “is closely related to the County‟s community 
development model for the village, semi-rural, and rural land use categories, and is 
reflected in the project objectives identified for the General Plan Update, as 
described in Section 1.3, Project Objectives.” Additionally, the DEIR states “The RCP 
endorses a land use pattern that channels much of the region‟s future growth into 
existing urban communities, preserving and protecting the lifestyle and sensitive 
environment of the rural unincorporated areas.  The General Plan Update would be 
consistent with this land use pattern by proposing higher density village development 
primarily within the SDCWA boundary and in areas that currently have higher density 
development, and preserving the rural land uses in areas outside of the SDCWA 
boundary, primarily in the eastern backcountry portion of the County.” 

 
 The consistency analysis in Section 2.9.3.2 of the DEIR compares the overall 

objectives of the General Plan Update to the RCP on a programmatic level. Although 
the General Plan Update may not be consistent with every component of the RCP, 
its programmatic consistency is evident. As such, no revisions to the DEIR were 
made based on this comment. 

 
G3-26 The County disagrees with this comment. The General Plan Update does not “plan 

for congestion”, nor does it focus on maintaining community character to the 
detriment of accommodating housing. The commenter misinterprets the information 
presented in the DEIR. As identified in DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: 
Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, under the heading Summary, 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result in a total of 136 
deficient roadway segments throughout the unincorporated County. The 136 
deficient roadway segments would result in a total of 253 deficient lane miles since 
roadway segments often consist of multiple lanes. When comparing the proposed 
project to existing conditions traffic (Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated 
County Traffic and LOS Standards, under the heading Comparison of Existing 
Conditions to Proposed Project Impacts), the proposed project would result in fewer 
deficient lane miles. This indicates that the proposed project would improve traffic 
conditions as compared to the existing condition. However, proposed project would 
result in significant impacts, including LOS E and F conditions, on roadways in the 
County. Please refer to Appendix I, Impacted Roadway Segment and Supporting 
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Rationale for LOS E/F Level Acceptance, for the County‟s acceptance rationale 
behind each roadway anticipated to have a failing LOS under implementation of the 
General Plan Update.   

 
 The County also disagrees that the General Plan Update maintains community 

character to the detriment of accommodating housing. As discussed in response to 
comment G3-16 above, the DEIR recognizes the potential for the land uses 
proposed in the General Plan Update to result in a potentially significant impact to 
community character, and proposes mitigation measures in DEIR Section 2.1.6.3, 
Issues 3: Visual Character or Quality, to reduce impacts to the extent feasible.  The 
DEIR concludes that impacts associated with visual character and quality would be 
significant and unavoidable. Therefore, the General Plan Update does not preclude 
development as a result of conflicts with community character; rather it would allow 
development to occur despite the impacts.  In addition, DEIR Section 2.12, 
Population and Housing, concludes that the proposed project would result in less 
than significant impacts to population and housing. Therefore, the General Plan 
Update would not maintain community character to the detriment of accommodating 
housing. No revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
G3-27 The County disagrees with the comment that the General Plan Update is 

inconsistent with SB 375 and AB 32.  
 
 The intent of SB 375 is to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in an effort to reduce 

greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. General Plan Update Policy LU-4.1, Regional 
Planning, specifically requires that the County participate in regional planning to 
ensure that the unique communities, assets and challenges of the unincorporated 
lands are appropriately addressed with the implementation of the planning principles 
and land use requirements of SB 375. 

 
 Additionally, the General Plan Update and DEIR identify numerous policies and 

mitigation measures that would reduce both VMT and GHG. The following policies 
are identified in Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS 
Standards: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle Trips within Communities; Policy 
LU-10.4, Commercial and Industrial Development; Policy LU-11.8, Permitted 
Secondary Uses; and Policy M-5.1, Regional Coordination. This section also 
identifies mitigation measure Tra-1.1, which encourages the increase in different 
modes of travel. The following policies are identified in Section 2.15.6.6., Issue 6: 
Alternative Transportation: Policy M-8.6, Park and Ride Facilities; Policy LU-5.4, 
Planning Support; Policy LU-9.8, Village Connectivity and Compatibility with 
Adjoining Areas; Policy LU-11.6, Office Development; Policy M-8.2, Transit Service 
to Key Community Facilities and Services; Policy M-8.3, Transit Stops that Facilitate 
Ridership; and Policy M-9.2, Transportation Demand Management. This section also 
identifies the following mitigation measures, which encourage the use of alternative 
transportation: Tra-6.1, Tra-6.3, Tra-6.4, and Tra-6.5. DEIR Section 2.17.6.1, Issue 
1: Compliance with AB 32 includes a number of General Plan Update policies and 
mitigation measures that aim to reduce GHG emissions for both the County‟s 
government operations and community-based sources.  General Plan Update 
policies that would reduce GHG emissions include: Policy COS-15.1, Design and 
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Construction of New Buildings; Policy COS-15.3, Green Building Programs; Policy 
COS-17.1, Reduction of Solid Waste Materials; Policy COS-17.5, Methane 
Recapture; Policy COS-18.2, Energy General from Waste; Policy COS-20.1, Climate 
Change Action Plan; Policy COS-20.2, GHG Monitoring and Implementation; and 
Policy COS-20.4, Public Education. This section also includes mitigation measures 
CC-1.1 through CC-1.18, which would reduce GHG emissions throughout the 
unincorporated County. An example includes mitigation measure CC-1.2, which 
requires the County to prepare a County Climate Change Action Plan that includes 
comprehensive and enforceable GHG emissions reduction measures that achieve a 
17 percent reduction in emissions from County operations from 2006 by 2020 and a 
9 percent reduction in community emissions by 2020. For the reasons listed above, 
the County has determined that the General Plan Update is consistent with SB 375. 

 
 DEIR Section 2.17.3.1, Compliance with AB 32, includes an analysis of the General 

Plan Update‟s consistency with AB 32.   As discussed in this section, by the year 
2020, GHG emissions in the unincorporated County are projected to increase to 7.1 
million metric tons of CO2 equivalent (MMT CO2e), from 5.3 MMT CO2e in 1990, 
without incorporation of any GHG-reducing policies or mitigation measures.  This 
amount represents an increase of 24 percent over 2006 levels, and a 36 percent 
increase from estimated 1990 levels. This is considered a potentially significant 
impact associated with compliance with AB 32.  However, the DEIR also identifies 
mitigation measures to reduce this impact to the extent feasible and as a result of 
these commitments is expected to comply with AB 32. No changes were made to the 
DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
 With regard to housing capacity, as stated in DEIR Section 2.12, Population and 

Housing, the General Plan Update has planned for adequate housing in accordance 
with State law, and would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere, including 
surrounding cities and counties.  Additionally, the General Plan Update does not 
“reduce housing capacity” as is suggested by the commenter. As discussed in 
response to comment G3-24, the DEIR would accommodate up to 71,540 new 
residential units, which is 59,182 more residential units than its RHNA requirement. It 
is assumed that commenter is comparing the existing General Plan to the General 
Plan Update, when referring to a reduction in housing. However, this would be 
considered a “plan to plan” analysis, which is not legally adequate under CEQA. 
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, the DEIR analyzes the 
proposed project‟s impact on environmental conditions that existed at the time the 
Notice of Preparation was circulated for public review (April 2008). This is considered 
a “plan to ground” impact analysis, rather than the “plan to plan” analysis that is 
suggested by the commenter. When compared to existing conditions, the General 
Plan Update would result in a substantial amount of additional housing units, rather 
than a reduction in housing. No revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this 
comment. 

 
G3-28 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update overlooks foreseeable obstacles 

to growth and does not accommodate a reasonable share of population growth.  As 
discussed in responses to comments G3-6, G3-8, G3-9, G3-13, and G3-15, the 
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General Plan Update land use designations were determined based on existing 
environmental and infrastructure constraints to development. Therefore, the General 
Plan Update does not overlook foreseeable obstacles.  Additionally, the General 
Plan Update is consistent with the RCP and would accommodate a reasonable share 
of regional growth. Refer to response to comment G3-25 for additional information. 
No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-29 The County does not agree with this comment, which speculates that community 

groups will assert that higher density development would not be consistent with their 
community character, and therefore the land use densities proposed in the General 
Plan Update will not be achieved. As stated in DEIR Section 1.6, Summary of 
Proposed Project Components, updates to all community and subregional plans are 
part of the proposed project and included in the DEIR analysis. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126 states: “All phases of a project must be considered when evaluating 
its impact on the environment: planning, acquisition, development, and operation.” 
Consistent with this guideline, the DEIR analysis of project impacts includes the 
updates to the community plans, which are a component of the proposed project. 
Section 1.8.1, Community Plan Updates, of the DEIR also states: “Under the 
proposed project, existing community plans would be updated for consistency with 
the General Plan Update elements by removing outdated policies, goals, conditions, 
and any information that is inconsistent with the updated General Plan.”  Therefore, 
updated community plans must be consistent with the proposed project‟s designated 
land use densities. Community plans establish more specific guidelines as to how 
the General Plan Update policies may be implemented within each community and 
would not result in a change in the amount of development that may be 
accommodated within a community. No revisions to the DEIR have been made in 
response to this comment. 

 
 This comment also refers to the opinions of the Valley Center Community Planning 

Group that were provided in their DEIR comment letter. See comment letter C14 for 
the County‟s responses to the Valley Center Community Planning Group comment 
letter.  

 
G3-30 The County agrees that the DEIR does not provide a parcel by parcel analysis. Such 

an analysis would not be appropriate for inclusion in the DEIR. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15146 states “the degree of specificity required in an EIR will correspond to 
the degree of specificity involved in the underlying activity which is described in the 
EIR”. The DEIR is a programmatic document that evaluates land uses on a County-
wide level. For this reason, it is not required or appropriate for the DEIR to provide a 
parcel by parcel development capacity analysis.  

 
 The County agrees that the DEIR addresses the full build-out of the proposed project 

in order to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed project. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126 states: “All phases of a project must be considered when 
evaluating its impact on the environment: planning, acquisition, development, and 
operation.” This includes both short-term and long-term impacts of the project. In 
order to fully analyze and identify impacts resulting from the proposed project, the 
DEIR assumes that all land uses proposed under the General Plan Update would be 
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developed by 2030. In reality, full-build out of the proposed project may not occur by 
the year 2030; however, the impacts of full build out of the General Plan Update 
have been accounted for in the DEIR. No revisions to the DEIR have been made in 
response to this comment. 

 
G3-31 The County disagrees with the comment. Section 1.3, Project Objectives, of the 

DEIR identifies Project Objective 3 which is to “Reinforce the vitality, local economy, 
and individual character of existing communities while balancing housing, 
employment, and recreational opportunities”. This objective is supported by the 
discussion of employment growth in DEIR Section 3.1.2, Employment Growth, in the 
context of the project‟s growth inducing impacts.  As stated in this section, “The 
General Plan Update would accommodate new commercial, industrial, and other 
development that would create new sources of employment… Increased industrial, 
commercial, and residential development typically generates a secondary or indirect 
demand for other services, such as groceries, entertainment, and medical services 
that will stimulate economic activity… In addition, employees to fill those [new] job 
positions would create an increased demand for housing in the region.”  However, 
economic considerations are not appropriate for consideration in the EIR. As stated 
in CEQA Guidelines 15131(a), the analysis contained within an EIR shall focus on 
physical changes that may be caused by a project.  As such, no economic analysis 
of the General Plan Update was included in the DEIR.  No revisions were made to 
the DEIR based on this comment. 

 
G3-32 The County disagrees that the application of policies contained in the General Plan 

Update will be deferred to the community and subregional plans. Section 2.9.2.2, 
Local [Regulations], of the DEIR under the heading, Community and Subregional 
Plans, states: “The policies and programs contained in a community or subregional 
plan, which must be consistent with the General Plan, are intended to provide long-
term guidance and stability in implementing the goals of the plan.”  Updated 
community plans must be consistent with the proposed project.  The General Plan 
Update, if adopted, would serve as the land use policy framework for the entire 
unincorporated County. The General Plan Update provides programmatic guidelines 
for development in the entire unincorporated County and allows community plans to 
establish specific guidelines to implement the policies of the General Plan Update 
that are appropriate for their community.  All future development in the 
unincorporated County would be required to comply with the policies of the General 
Plan Update, in addition to those identified in the applicable community plan. 
Therefore, the General Plan Update does not defer implementation of its policies.  
No revisions were made to the DEIR based on this comment. Refer to response to 
comment G3-29 for additional information.  

 
G3-33 The County disagrees with this comment. Updated community plans are included as 

a project component of the General Plan Update and analyzed as part of the DEIR. 
The draft updated community and subregional plans were circulated for public review 
and comment during the same time period and at the same public locations as the 
revised Draft General Plan Update and DEIR, including electronically at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalP
lans. 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalPlans
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/gpupdate/draftgp.html#CommunityandSubregionalPlans
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 The relationship between the community plan updates and the implementation of the 
General Plan Update policies can be determined by reviewing these publicly 
available documents. Refer to responses to comments G3-32 and G3-29 for 
additional information on consistency between the General Plan Update and 
Updated Community Plans. No revisions were made to the DEIR based on this 
comment. 

 
G3-34 The County agrees that the General Plan Update policies are the foundation for the 

DEIR project description. However, the County does not agree that the DEIR project 
description is called into question because the General Plan Update policies are 
“neutralized”.  As discussed in the responses to comments G3-29 and G3-32, all 
future development in the unincorporated County would be required to comply with 
the policies of the General Plan Update. Community plans may provide more specific 
guidelines to implement the General Plan Update policies in each community.  
Therefore, the General Plan Update policies are not neutralized.  No revisions to the 
DEIR, including the project description, are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-35 The County disagrees that the DEIR should analyze the impacts of not implementing 

the General Plan Update policies as part of the proposed project impact analysis. 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 states: “All phases of a project must be considered 
when evaluating its impact on the environment: planning, acquisition, development, 
and operation.” Therefore, the General Plan Update policies, as part of the proposed 
project, must be analyzed in the DEIR. However, DEIR Section 4.5, Analysis of the 
No Project Alternative, does analyze the impacts of not implementing the policies 
proposed by the General Plan Update. This section addresses the following issue 
areas: aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural 
resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water 
quality, land use, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, 
recreation, transportation and traffic, utilities and service systems and climate 
change. Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR were made based upon this comment. 

 
G3-36 The County disagrees that the DEIR does not present adequate evidence to support 

its use of a variety of baselines.  The use of a variety of baselines is consistent with 
CEQA.  As stated in DEIR Section 1.5, Environmental Setting: 

 
 “According to Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must include a 

description of the existing physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the 
proposed project to provide the “baseline condition” against which project-related 
impacts are compared. Normally, the baseline condition is the physical condition that 
exists when the NOP is published. The NOP for the General Plan Update EIR was 
published on April 28, 2008. However, the CEQA Guidelines and applicable case law 
recognize that the date for establishing an environmental baseline cannot be rigid. 
Physical environmental conditions vary over a range of time periods; thus the use of 
environmental baselines that differ from the date of the NOP is reasonable and 
appropriate when conducting the environmental analysis.  The environmental topic 
sections rely on a variety of data to establish an applicable baseline.  In sections 
such as agricultural resources, biological resources, cultural resources, mineral 
resources, and population and housing, available data was months and sometimes 
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several years old and, therefore, assumptions in how those conditions might have 
changed since the data was prepared are also discussed. The environmental setting 
for each environmental issue is explained in the beginning of each section of Chapter 
2.0 and in the corresponding technical reports.” 

 
 The use of different baselines is consistent with CEQA, as described above. With 

regard to the court cases referenced by the commenter, in the first case, Save Our 
Peninsular Comm. v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors, the court found a project 
EIR to be inadequate because the baseline used to determine water usage for the 
project was inaccurate.  This court decision established the legal need to use valid, 
acceptable data for the baseline analysis. The General Plan Update DEIR is 
consistent with the ruling in this case. In the second case, Fat v. the County of 
Sacramento, the sole issue was whether the County abused its discretion in using 
the physical conditions that existed in 1997 as the baseline for a 2002 project. In this 
decision, the court found in favor of the County and determined the County 
proceeded in the manner required by law.  Again, the General Plan Update DEIR is 
consistent with the ruling in this case.  As such, no changes to the DEIR were made 
in reference to this case. 

 
G3-37 The County agrees that the establishment of an appropriate baseline is critical to the 

environmental review process.  The court case, County of Amador v. El Dorado 
County Water Agency, found an EIR inadequate because it failed to adequately 
describe the baseline environment.  The case is not applicable with the General Plan 
Update DEIR because it does adequately describe the baseline environment.  For 
the purposes of clarity, the County has prepared a new table identifying the selected 
baseline for each environmental topic addressed in the DEIR (see Table 1-13 in 
Chapter 1.0 of the DEIR).  This information was compiled from the individual DEIR 
sections in Chapter 2.0, Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project.  Refer to 
response to comment G3-36 for additional information on the discussion of baseline 
within the DEIR.    

 
G3-38 The County agrees with the statement that agriculture currently thrives in the western 

areas of the County; however, the County disagrees that agriculture is difficult and 
would likely not be viable in the eastern areas of the County.  This statement is 
incorrect.  As shown in DEIR Figure 2.2-2, County Identified Agricultural Lands, the 
majority of existing agricultural grazing operations are located outside of the SDCWA 
boundary in the eastern portion of the County.  As identified in DEIR Figure 2.2-6, 
Agricultural Preserves and Williamson Act Contract Lands, the majority of preserves 
and Williamson Act contract lands are located outside of the SDCWA boundary.  
Additionally, as identified in DEIR Figure 2.2-7, Agricultural Zoning Map, the majority 
of land within the SDCWA boundary that is zoned for agriculture is “Limited 
Agriculture”, while the majority of land outside the SDCWA boundary that is zoned 
for agriculture is “General Agriculture.” Therefore, viable agriculture currently takes 
place in the eastern portion of the County outside of the SDCWA boundary and the 
opportunity for additional viable agriculture exists. 

 
 In addition, the County does not agree that the project would direct agricultural uses 

into the eastern portion of the County. DEIR Section 2.2.3.2, Issue 2: Land Use 
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Conflicts, under the heading Agricultural Zoning states “Under existing conditions, no 
zoning designation exclusively regulates agricultural operations. This would also be 
true with implementation of the proposed General Plan Update. No exclusive land 
use designation to regulate or restrict the location of agricultural operations is 
proposed and agricultural operations would be allowed in every area of the County 
under the proposed project.” The General Plan Update would allow agricultural 
operations to occur in any area of the unincorporated County, similar to existing 
conditions.  

 
 The DEIR acknowledges that additional development within the unincorporated 

County would result in a significant impact to agricultural resources.  As discussed 
under the Impact Analysis and Summary headings of Section 2.2.3.1, Issue 1: Direct 
Conversion of Agricultural Resources, all land uses proposed under the General 
Plan Update would have the potential to result in a loss of agricultural resources.  
The conservative analysis of impacts provided in the DEIR determined that 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update would result in the direct 
conversion of 55,963 acres of agricultural resources to non-agricultural land uses 
and a significant impact would occur.  The mitigation measures identified in DEIR 
Section 2.2.6.1, Issue 1: Conversion of Agricultural Resources, would reduce 
impacts, but not to below a significant level. 

 
G3-39 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update would result in the loss of 

all economically viable uses from all land located in the eastern areas of the 
unincorporated County because density would be reduced on some properties. 
However, the potential exists for changes to community character to result in some 
communities as a result in a change in the land use designations proposed by the 
General Plan Update. These impacts would be mitigated through implementation of 
the General Plan Update policies related to aesthetics and community character, as 
well as mitigation measures identified in DEIR Section 2.1.6.3, Issue 3: Visual 
Character or Quality.  

 
 The County does not agree that potential socio-economic impacts must be 

addressed in the DEIR. Pursuant to Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
the economic or social effects (socioeconomic impacts) of a project shall not be 
treated as significant effects on the environment.  See also responses to comments 
I2-1, I2-3, and I2-4. 

 
G3-40 The County agrees with the comment, which correctly summarizes mitigation 

measures support conservation subdivision design from the DEIR and policies from 
the General Plan Update Land Use Element.  This comment does not raise a 
significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
G3-41 The County does not agree that conservation subdivision policies and mitigation 

measures are in conflict with Land Use Element Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities, 
because the County also does not agree that conservation subdivisions are only 
feasible where sewer is available.  The County agrees that conservation subdivisions 
would normally require sewer or alternative septic systems in areas with land use 
densities of Semi-Rural 1 (one dwelling unit per acre) or higher, but sewer would not 
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be required in areas with densities of Semi-Rural 2 (one dwelling unit per two acres) 
or lower.  Therefore conservation subdivisions would be feasible in most of the Semi-
Rural and all of the Rural Lands Regional Categories.  The proposed project would 
allocate nearly 89 percent of all privately-owned lands under these two Regional 
Categories. 
 
It should also be noted that Policy LU-14.4 has been revised as follows: 

 
LU-14.4 Sewer Facilities. Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned 

growth. Require sewer systems to be planned, developed, and sized to 
serve the land use pattern and densities depicted on the Land Use Map. 
Sewer systems and services shall not be extended beyond either Village 
boundaries (or extant Urban Limit Lines), whichever is more restrictive, 
except: 

 
 wWhen necessary for public health, safety, or welfare. 
 When within existing sewer district boundaries; or 
 Where specifically allowed in the Community Plan. 

 
G3-42 As discussed in the response to comment G3-41, the County recognizes that there 

may be limitations to implementing the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) on 
some lands with densities of one dwelling unit per acre or greater; however, 
generally, there are less environmental constraints to avoid, or agricultural lands to 
protect, on lands that have been assigned these densities, as compared to lands 
where lower densities are assigned. 

 
G3-43 The County agrees with the information provided in this comment, which was 

obtained from DEIR Section 2.16.3.1, Issue 1: Wastewater Treatment Requirements. 
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. 

 
G3-44 Please see response to comment G3-41 above. 
  
G3-45 The County disagrees with the comment.  Reliance on septic systems in the 

backcountry as a constraint to development was considered when developing the 
land use framework for the General Plan Update.  Instead of designating the 
backcountry for higher density development and allowing septic systems and other 
constraints to later limit development, the DEIR considered this constraint during 
development of the land use framework so that the designated General Plan Update 
land uses could realistically be developed to accommodate the future population 
growth forecasted for the unincorporated County.   

 
G3-46 The County disagrees that the DEIR does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude 

that the General Plan Update would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to 
biological resources.  The basis for a determination of significant and unavoidable 
impacts is provided in Section 2.4.6.1, Issue 1: Special Status Species, which states 
that implementation of the General Plan Update would allow land uses and 
development to occur in areas outside of an adopted regional conservation plan, 
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thereby resulting in direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to sensitive plant and 
animal species, as well as riparian habitat, other sensitive natural communities, 
wildlife movement corridors and nursery sites. The only way to ensure that biological 
resources impacts are mitigated to below a level of significance is to establish and 
adopt a regional conservation plan.  

 
 The County‟s Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) is the applicable 

regional conservation plan for the unincorporated County. DEIR Figure 2.1-1, San 
Diego County MSCP, identifies the boundaries of the three MSCP Plan areas: North 
County, East County and South County. The only adopted regional conservation 
plan within the County‟s jurisdiction is the South County Subarea Plan, which covers 
252,132 acres in the southwestern portion of the unincorporated area, or 
approximately 11 percent of the total unincorporated County. The majority of land 
within the jurisdiction of the County is located in an area covered by either the draft 
North County Plan or draft East County Plan. Neither of these plans is currently 
adopted; therefore, the majority of the land in the County is located in an area 
outside of an adopted regional conservation plan. The County cannot rely on the 
draft North County or East County MSCP documents to mitigate the proposed 
project‟s impacts because they are not currently approved plans, and will likely 
require additional modification from applicable Federal and State agencies prior to 
adoption. It should be noted that under MSCP Plans, impacts resulting from 
ministerial permits can also be accounted for and mitigated via achievement of 
program goals (e.g., acquisitions, restoration, management, monitoring, etc.).  It is 
this additional assurance that would reduce impacts associated with the General 
Plan Update to a level below significance.  Therefore, until these plans are adopted 
and receive all necessary approvals from federal and State agencies, impacts would 
be considered significant and unavoidable.  See also responses to comments I57-19, 
I57-44 and I57-46. 

 
G3-47 The County agrees that the conclusions reached in the South County MSCP EIR and 

the U.S. Forest Service environmental analysis are different than those reached in 
the General Plan Update DEIR. The environmental documents for the South County 
MSCP and U.S. Forest Service lands cover a different project area than that 
proposed under the General Plan Update. For example, the South County MSCP 
covers 11 percent of the unincorporated County. Please refer to response to 
comment G3-46 for additional information on the South County MSCP. Additionally, 
federally-owned lands, such as U.S. Forest Service lands, encompass 591,930 acres 
of the unincorporated County, or approximately 25 percent of the unincorporated 
County (see DEIR Section 2.14.1.2, Recreational Facilities Managed by Other 
Entities (Non-County)). It is reasonable to assume that projects with different study 
areas would result in different conclusions with respect to environmental impacts. As 
discussed in response to comment G3-46, the reason that the DEIR identified 
significant and unavoidable biological resources impacts is because implementation 
of the General Plan Update would allow land uses and development to occur in 
areas outside of an adopted regional conservation plan.  Refer to this response for 
more information.  
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 Additionally, the County does not agree that the DEIR conflicts with the intent of the 
National Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP). The County MSCP is the 
applicable NCCP in the unincorporated area. The County has adopted the South 
County MSCP and is in the process of preparing the plans for North and East 
County.  Please also refer to response to comment G3-46 for additional information 
on the MSCP.  In addition, refer to DEIR Section 2.4.3.4, Issue 5: Local Policies and 
Ordinances, and DEIR Section 2.4.3.5, Issue 6: Habitat Conservation Plans and 
NCCPs, regarding the proposed project‟s consistency with applicable plans and 
policies, including the adopted MSCP South County Subarea Plan, SDG&E 
Company Subregional Plan, Sweetwater River HCP, and Coastal Sage Scrub NCCP 
Process Guidelines.  As discussed in these sections, future projects proposed under 
the General Plan Update would be required to comply with applicable local policies 
and ordinances, habitat conservation plans, and NCCPs.  Regulatory processes to 
ensure compliance are already in place and would not be impacted by the General 
Plan Update.  Therefore, no potentially significant impacts associated with conflicts 
with local policies and ordinances, HCPs, and NCCPs would occur. 

 
G3-48 The County disagrees with this comment. Refer to responses to comments G3-46 

and G3-47 above.  The reason that the DEIR identified significant and unavoidable 
biological resources impacts is because implementation of the General Plan Update 
would allow land uses and development to occur in areas outside of an adopted 
regional conservation plan.  The County cannot rely on the draft North County or 
East County MSCP documents to mitigate the proposed project‟s impacts because 
they are not currently approved plans. Therefore, until these plans are adopted and 
receive all necessary approvals from federal and State agencies, impacts would be 
significant and unavoidable.  

 
G3-49 The County disagrees that the DEIR requires clarification regarding whether or not 

the “hot spots” analysis took into account segments that would operate at a Level of 
Service (LOS) E or F.  As stated in DEIR Section 2.3.3.2, Issue 2: Air Quality 
Violations: 

 
 “To evaluate the potential for growth anticipated under in the General Plan Update to 

result in CO “hot spots,” a review of the CO “hot spots” analysis conducted by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) as part of their request to 
the USEPA for redesignation as a CO attainment area is hereby incorporated by 
reference… In support of its redesignation request, the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD 2003) modeled the four most congested 
intersections identified in the air basin to demonstrate that no exceedances of the 
CO standard would occur … As shown in Appendix G of this EIR, the County of San 
Diego Traffic and Circulation Assessment, none of the roadways/segments identified 
as deficient facilities (i.e., level of service (LOS) E or F) for the cumulative scenario 
(i.e., worst case traffic) in the assessment have an average daily trip volumes greater 
than 100,000, which was the amount of traffic anticipated for the intersection of 
Wilshire Boulevard and Veteran Avenue (the most congested intersection in Los 
Angeles County).” 
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 Therefore, the DEIR “hot spots” analysis did consider segments that would operate 
at a LOS E/F, and this information is included in the DEIR.  No revisions to the DEIR 
were made in response to this comment. 

 
G3-50 The County disagrees with the comment, which requests that the DEIR explain how 

requiring development to be compatible with existing community character would 
reduce impacts from wildfires.  This statement is not found anywhere in DEIR.  It is 
assumed that the commenter is referring to the inclusion of General Plan Update 
Policy LU-11.2 as mitigation in Section 2.7.6.8, Issue 8: Wildland Fires.  This policy 
was included in this section as an error.  This policy has been replaced with the 
correct policy, Policy LU-10.2, Development-Environmental Resource Relationship, 
as identified in the Impact Analysis discussion in DEIR Section 2.7.3.8, Issue 8: 
Wildland Fires. 

 
G3-51 The County agrees that the DEIR does not state how specific community plan 

policies or how the Conservation Subdivision Program sections relate to wildfire or 
hazard risks. The DEIR analyzes the General Plan Update and all its various project 
components.   No wildland fire or other hazard impacts were identified with regard to 
the Community Plan policies or the proposed Conservation Subdivision Program.  
Therefore, these particular components were not discussed in the impacts section 
under “Hazards” in the DEIR. 

  
G3-52 The County disagrees with this comment. The DEIR utilized the most recent 

information available on or around April 2008, which is the when the Notice of 
Preparation was circulated for public review.  For some information in DEIR Section 
2.12.1, Existing Conditions, such as demographic data obtained from the U.S. 
Census Bureau, the most recent information available is from the 2000 Census.  It is 
assumed that the commenter is referring to this information.  Census Bureau data 
provides the most recent comprehensive information available regarding certain 
issues, such as households with residents with special needs.  No update for this 
information was available as of April 2008.  Additionally, while this information is 
intended to present a comprehensive picture of existing conditions in the County, it 
was not utilized in the environmental analysis.  The environmental analysis for 
population growth (Section 2.12.3.1 of the DEIR) utilized information from SANDAG 
and the Department of Finance made available in 2008.  Therefore, no revisions to 
the DEIR were made in response to this comment. 

 
G3-53 The County disagrees with this comment because this information is already 

presented in the DEIR.  The 12 percent increase in housing stock referred to in the 
comment occurred between 1990 and 2000, and is provided in Table 2.12-8, 
Housing Unit Trends: 1990-2010.  The corresponding growth in population between 
1990 and 2000 is provided in Table 2.12-1, Population Trends: 1990 - 2007. As 
identified in this table, the population of the unincorporated area increased 11 
percent from 1990 to 2000, and San Diego County as a whole increased 13 percent 
during this same time period. Therefore, no revisions were made to the DEIR in 
response to this comment.   
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G3-54 The County agrees that the RHNA time period of 2005 – 2010 should be identified in 
Section 2.12, Population and Housing, in the DEIR. This time period has been added 
to Section 2.12.2.2, State [Regulations], for clarification purposes only. 

 
G3-55 The County disagrees that the DEIR statement that the County is subject to severe 

environmental constraints is misleading because of the broad definition of sensitive 
habitat.  The DEIR defines sensitive habitat in the discussion of the Resource 
Protection Ordinance (RPO) in Section 2.4.2.3, Local [regulations pertaining to 
biological resources].  Sensitive habitat lands are defined in the County RPO as 
unique vegetation communities and/or the habitat that is either necessary to support 
a viable population of sensitive species, is critical to the proper functioning of a 
balanced natural ecosystem, or which serves as a functioning wildlife corridor.  The 
sensitive habitats identified by the County are consistent with the habitats identified 
in Section 2.1.1, Vegetative Communities, of the Multiple Species Conservation 
Program (MSCP).  Due to the programmatic nature of the DEIR, no surveying was 
done to determine whether or not potentially sensitive habitats support sensitive 
species.  Therefore, it is assumed that all habitats with the potential to support 
sensitive species are sensitive habitats.  However, designation of a habitat as 
sensitive does not preclude development in the sensitive habitat area.  Rather, future 
development would be required to identify impacts to sensitive habitats and 
implement appropriate mitigation measures, consistent with CEQA and the MSCP. 

 
G3-56 The County disagrees with the comment and maintains the determination that 

chaparral is a sensitive habitat. Refer to response to comment G3-55 for the 
definition of sensitive habitats.  The acreage of a habitat type does not determine 
whether or not a habitat is sensitive.  As discussed under the Impact Analysis 
heading in DEIR Section 2.4.3.1, Issue 1: Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species, 
chaparral can support the following sensitive species: Dehesa nolina, Del Mar 
manzanita, Encinitas baccharis, Mexican flannelbush, Mojave tarplant, Nevin‟s 
Barberry, Orcutt's chorizanthe, San Diego ambrosia, San Diego button celery, San 
Diego Thornmint, Short leaved dudleya, Spreading navarretia, and Quino 
checkerspot butterfly.  Therefore, because it can support sensitive species, chaparral 
is considered to be a sensitive habitat, consistent with the definition provided in 
response to comment G3-55.  Additionally, as stated in DEIR Section 2.4.3.1, even 
though chaparral is one of the most abundant habitats in the County, it would also be 
the most heavily impacted by future development under the General Plan Update.  
See also response to comment I57-29. 

 
G3-57 The County disagrees with the comment, which speculates that the vast majority of 

sensitive habitat does not support any endangered species. Refer to response to 
comment G3-55.  Due to the programmatic nature of the DEIR, no surveying was 
done to determine whether or not potentially sensitive habitats supported sensitive 
species.  Therefore, as a conservative approach, it is assumed that all habitats with 
the potential to support sensitive species are sensitive habitats.  However, 
designation of a habitat as sensitive does not preclude development in the sensitive 
habitat area.  Rather, future development would be required to identify impacts to 
sensitive habitats and implement appropriate mitigation measures, consistent with 
CEQA and the MSCP. 
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G3-58 The County disagrees with the comment. Please refer to responses to comments 
G3-55 through G3-57 above. As discussed in response to comment G3-55, the 
designation of a habitat type as sensitive does not preclude development in the 
sensitive habitat area.  Future development would be required to identify impacts to 
sensitive habitats and implement appropriate mitigation measures, consistent with 
CEQA and the MSCP. If no sensitive species exist on a site with sensitive habitat, 
then the mitigation requirements would not be as intensive as if the species was 
identified onsite. Therefore, the designation of sensitive habitats does not 
automatically put limits on planning.  Furthermore, the DEIR does acknowledge that 
the approach to biological impacts is conservative, and assumes full-build out of the 
proposed project. The assumptions used to determine biological resources impacts 
from the proposed project are identified under the Impact Analysis heading in the 
DEIR sections: Section 2.4.3.1, Issue 1: Special Status Plant and Wildlife Species; 
Section 2.4.3.2, Issue 2: Riparian Habitat and Other Sensitive Natural Communities: 
and Section 2.4.3.3, Issue 3: Federally Protected Wetlands.  

 
G3-59 The County disagrees that a jobs-housing balance should be analyzed in the DEIR in 

order to determine whether the General Plan Update is a balanced plan. A jobs-
housing balance is a socioeconomic consideration that is outside the scope of the 
DEIR.  As stated in Section 15131 of the State CEQA Guidelines, economic or social 
effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment. 
However, both existing and forecasted housing and employment information is 
included in the DEIR. DEIR Section 2.12.1.2, Household Profile, under the heading 
Household Type and Size states: “The unincorporated area has 143,871 households 
in 2000, representing a 13 percent increase from 1990.  Based on U.S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Comprehensive Housing Affordability 
Strategy (CHAS) dataset (HUD 2006) and SANDAG Data Warehouse, 2010 
Forecast (SANDAG 2008c), the unincorporated area is forecasted to have 163,272 
households by 2010.” DEIR Section 2.12.1.5, Employment, states: “The employment 
base in the San Diego region is forecasted to increase another eight percent 
between 2007 and 2014 while population is forecasted to increase by 14 percent 
from 2000 to 2010 and by 11 percent from 2010 to 2020.” As such, no revisions were 
made to the DEIR.  

 
 Additionally, the purpose of an EIR is not to determine whether a proposed planning 

document is a balanced plan.  The purpose of an EIR is to determine the potential 
environmental impacts of a project, as it is proposed.  As stated in Section 15131 of 
the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies shall consider economic and social factors in 
deciding whether changes to a project are feasible to reduce impacts identified in an 
EIR.  This information does not need to be contained in an EIR but shall be provided 
to the lead agency to consider before making a decision on the project.  The DEIR 
fully analyzes the potential environmental impacts to traffic (Section 2.15), air quality 
(Section 2.3), and global climate change (Section 2.17) that would result from the 
buildout of the General Plan Update proposed land uses.  This includes the 
associated vehicle trips, State and federal criteria pollutant emissions, and 
greenhouse gas emissions from residential, commercial and industrial uses that 
would result from implementation of the General Plan Update. Therefore, no 
changes the DEIR were made as a result of this comment. 
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G3-60 The County disagrees with the comment. The existing population in the 
unincorporated County would not be redistributed as a result of the General Plan 
Update.  The General Plan Update would guide future development in the 
unincorporated County.  Additionally, the General Plan Update would not result in a 
reduction in housing choice.  The General Plan Update would accommodate high, 
medium, and low density residential land uses.  No revisions to the DEIR were made 
as a result of this comment. 

 
G3-61 The County disagrees with the comment, in which the commenter misinterprets the 

General Plan Update land use framework.  The General Plan Update proposes 
greater growth in the western portion of the County, but this growth would take place 
in the unincorporated area, not in any incorporated city.  The General Plan Update is 
a plan to accommodate forecasted growth in the unincorporated County by 
concentrating it in the western portion of the unincorporated County where this 
development can be supported.  As discussed in DEIR Section 1.7.1.1, Land Use 
discusses how the General Plan Update addressed the competition for land in the 
county in meeting housing, commerce, agriculture, recreation, and wildlife habitat 
needs by developing a land use map that favors more efficient development by 
accommodating more residential growth on less land in the western community 
planning areas and subregions.  By establishing a land use framework that 
accurately reflects actual constraints to development, the General Plan Update 
would avoid the scenario depicted by the commenter, in which growth forecasted for 
the unincorporated County cannot be accommodated and is redistributed in the 
nearby cities instead. 

 
G3-62 The County agrees that when compared to the No Project Alternative, the proposed 

project would result in approximately 3,000 additional acres of village residential land 
use designations, as shown in Table 4-1, Comparison of Alternatives – Countywide 
Land Use Distribution in Acres.  However, the County disagrees that information was 
not provided in the DEIR regarding growth in village and semi-rural residential areas. 
Table 1-1, Land Use Designation Distribution for General Plan Update, identifies that 
38,819 acres of village residential and 216,492 acres of semi-rural residential land 
uses would be designated across the unincorporated County under the proposed 
project. New growth would be accommodated in areas designated for both the 
village and semi-rural residential land uses. Total housing per CPA/Subregion is 
identified in Table 1-3, Anticipated Increase in Housing Units 2008-Build-Out Under 
General Plan Update, including the percent change in housing units for each 
CPA/Subregion. Therefore, the General Plan Update provides adequate information 
to analyze the potential environmental impacts of full buildout of the proposed land 
use plan, including village and semi-rural residential uses.  No revisions to the DEIR 
were required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-63 The County disagrees with this comment, which requests the DEIR provide a plan-

to-plan analysis comparing the existing General Plan to the General Plan Update. 
The DEIR analyzes the potential impacts of the General Plan Update compared to 
existing conditions, pursuant to Section 15125 of the CEQA Guidelines, which 
requires an EIR to establish an environmental setting based on existing conditions at 
the time the NOP is published to serve as the baseline to determine whether an 
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impact is significant.    Compared to the existing condition, the General Plan Update 
would not reduce population or housing. However, the existing General Plan is 
analyzed as the No Project Alternative in Section 4.5 of the DEIR, Analysis of the No 
Project Alternative.  Refer to this section for a comparison of population and housing 
impacts between the existing General Plan and General Plan Update.  As described 
in this section, the existing General Plan would generally result in greater 
environmental impacts compared to the proposed General Plan Update because the 
existing General Plan would accommodate greater development.  Additionally, refer 
to responses to comments G3-15 and G3-25.  The General Plan Update would 
accommodate its fair share of regional growth.  Therefore, the DEIR adequately 
addresses impacts associated with housing capacity and no revisions to the DEIR 
are necessary in response to this comment. 

 
G3-64 This comment repeats the request made in comment G3-59 to include an analysis of 

jobs-housing balance in the DEIR.  This is a socioeconomic consideration that is 
outside the scope of the DEIR. However, both existing and forecasted housing and 
employment information is included in the DEIR. Refer to responses to comments 
G3-39 and G3-59 for additional information. 

 
G3-65 The County disagrees with the comment. The intent of Policy H-2.2, Projects with 

Open Space Amenities in Villages, is to improve the overall quality of life for persons 
living in higher density multi-family developments through the provision of amenities 
and common open space areas for use by those residents. The amenities and open 
space areas would be associated with private development and would not be 
required to be open to the public. Therefore, on-site common open space would not 
be considered a public recreational facility any more than the private yard of a single 
family residence would be in a semi-rural area.  

 
G3-66 The County disagrees with the comment. The mitigation measures that the 

commenter is referring to are General Plan Update Policies M-12.7, Funding for 
Trails, and COS-24.2, Funding Opportunities. A plan for attaining funding is 
established in mitigation measure Rec-1.5 in Section 2.14.6.1, Issue 1: Deterioration 
of Parks and Recreational Facilities.  Therefore, a plan for seeking and maximizing 
funding would be established through the implementation of mitigation measure Rec-
1.5 and no revision to the DEIR is required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-67 The County agrees that the General Plan Update encourages urban growth 

boundaries, particularly in community plans. Chapter 1, Introduction, of the General 
Plan Update, page 1-11, states: “When updating Community Plans, communities are 
encouraged to delineate areas within their plans that will assist with the future 
planning of developments, infrastructure, facilities, and regulations. An Urban Limit 
Line and/or Village Boundary may be defined in the Community Plan as a 
community-specific growth boundary that identifies an area to which higher intensity 
development (normally Village Regional Category) should be directed. These 
boundaries may also serve as the basis for community specific goals and policies.” 
Greenbelt areas identified in Community Plans will not prohibit development unless 
they include preserves or open space.  Otherwise, development will still be allowed 
for the uses and densities identified by the General Plan. Consistent with CEQA 
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Guidelines Section 15126, Consideration and Discussion of Environmental Impacts, 
all project components of the General Plan Update, including this land use planning 
strategy, were analyzed for indirect and direct environmental impacts in Chapter 2.0, 
Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project, of the DEIR. Therefore, no revisions 
to the DEIR were made based upon this comment.  

 
G3-68 The County does not agree that the information used in the DEIR traffic model is 

outdated.  The Series 10 and 11 have the same horizon year: 2030 and are both 
consistent with the existing General Plan land use designations and Circulation 
Element road classifications for the incorporated jurisdictions in the County.  

 
 In addition, the DEIR traffic model has been calibrated to reflect actual conditions in 

the unincorporated County that were ultimately added to the Series 11 forecast data. 
Each calibration iteration of the traffic model built upon the previous iteration‟s model 
calibration effort.  Thus the County roads have been calibrated several times over 
the various iterations.  Also, every County Mobility Element road, along with critical 
local public roads, were addressed during model calibration, rather than just the 
freeways and highways as is the case with the regional model for the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  Three iterations of the model were originally created in 
the late 1990 in Series 9.  Around 2004 the County General Plan Update model 
migrated to the Series 10 growth forecast.  In 2007 the fifth iteration updated the 
model to reflect the 2007 Reasonably Expected Revenue scenario of the RTP. 

 
G3-69 The County acknowledges that, with the exception of Road 3A that was added to the 

Proposed Project and Cumulative alternatives, the same road network was used to 
analyze all four General Plan Update land use alternatives and the Cumulative 
Impacts scenario. The purpose of using one network was to compare how the 
General Plan Update alternative performed against a single network.  The other road 
networks analyzed include the existing Circulation Element network and the existing 
built road network. 

 
 The comment further states that Road 3A was not adequately described in the DEIR. 

To clarify what road 3A is, an errata sheet has been added to Appendix G: Traffic 
and Circulation Assessment which adds the following sentence to the end of the 
"County Roads" paragraph on page 10 of the appendix: 

 
 "Road 3A is a two-lane Light Collector road which traverses from Old Highway 395 to 

West Lilac Road in the Valley Center Community Planning Area." 
 
G3-70 This comment states that no alternatives were studied to relieve traffic deficiencies, 

such as alternate parallel routes.  Many alternatives were evaluated during the 
planning process which determined the Board-Endorsed Network.  These 
alternatives are described in Attachment D of the report to the August 2, 2006 Board 
of Supervisors hearing concerning proposed changes to the Circulation Element 
Road Network.  This report is located on the County website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/pc_jul06_d.pdf.  In addition, the network that is 
ultimately adopted will be based on a number of factors, such as the DEIR analysis, 
community consensus and the adopted land use map.  

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/pc_jul06_d.pdf
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G3-71 The County disagrees that mitigation measure Aes-3.1 and General Plan Update 
Policy LU-12.4, Planning for Compatibility, are inconsistent with the DEIR conclusion 
that in some cases improving roadway operations would result in impacts to 
community character.  Policy LU-12.4, Planning for Compatibility, and mitigation 
measure Aes-3.1 establish a planning framework for the unincorporated County that 
requires infrastructure and development to be compatible with community character.  
This should not be confused with Appendix I, Impacted Roadway Segments and 
Support Rationale for LOS E/F Level Acceptance, and DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, 
Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, which identify projected failing 
roadway segments under 2030 build-out conditions of the General Plan Update. As 
discussed in these sections, some roads may be exempted from County LOS 
standards when widening the road would obstruct pedestrian movements, impede 
the economic vitality of existing/planned businesses, require the demolition of historic 
structures, or negatively alter the overall character of the area.  Thus, some roads 
may be deemed acceptable with an LOS E/F because improvements to these 
roadways would conflict with the principles contained in General Plan Update Policy 
LU-12.4, Planning for Compatibility, and mitigation measure Aes-3.1. Therefore, the 
DEIR is consistent in its approach.  No revisions were made to the DEIR based on 
this comment. 

 
G3-72 This comment states that the criterion for allowing failing LOS for road segments is 

based on the argument that widening the roadways would attract additional regional 
traffic volumes from parallel road is not supported by evidence.  This criterion is 
based on General Plan Update traffic model forecasts resulting from the planning 
process to develop the Board-Endorsed Road Network, which was analyzed in the 
DEIR.  These results were discussed in the report to the August 2, 2006 Board of 
Supervisors hearing (located on the County website at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/pc_jul06_d.pdf) concerning proposed changes 
to the Circulation Element Road Network: 

 
 "Original traffic modeling tests, which used only Caltrans road improvements in the 

SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (Reasonably Expected Scenario), 
demonstrated that additional Caltrans road improvements will be needed to balance 
the County‟s road network.  Specifically in North County, substantial upgrades to I-15 
from Riverside County to SR-78 will be needed by 2030 to I-15 to avoid overflow 
onto County roads. Other affected communities include Lakeside (SR-67) and Valle 
de Oro (SR-94)." 

 
G3-73 The following language was added to DEIR Section 12.15.3.1 under the heading 

“Proposed General Plan Update Roadway Network”, to clarify the road network that 
was used: 

 
 “The Mobility Element roadway network for the proposed General Plan Update is the 

Board of Supervisors endorsed roadway network.” 
 
 This is the network that was endorsed to be studied by the Board as a result of the 

August 2, 2006 Board of Supervisors hearing concerning proposed changes to the 
Circulation Element Road Network.  

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/pc_jul06_d.pdf
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G3-74 The County acknowledges that DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation 
Assessment, provides the draft General Plan Mobility Element classification number 
and the mitigated classification number.  The number of lanes is easily discernable 
from this information because the first number in the classification number is the 
number of travel lanes. 

 
G3-75 The County disagrees with this comment that opportunities to mitigate impacts by 

reducing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) were overlooked. The following DEIR sections 
identify General Plan Update policies that assist in mitigating VMT and Average Daily 
Trips (ADT): Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS 
Standards, and Section 2.15.6.2: Issue 2: Adjacent Cities Traffic and LOS 
Standards. Specifically, the DEIR identifies the following General Plan Update 
policies which would reduce VMTs and ADTs: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle 
Trips within Communities; Policy LU-10.4, Commercial and Industrial Development; 
Policy LU-11.8, Permitted Secondary Uses; and Policy M-5.1, Regional 
Coordination. In addition to identifying policies that specifically reduce VMT and ADT, 
Section 2.15.6.5, Issue 5: Parking Capacity, and Section 2.15.6.6, Issue 6: 
Alternative Transportation, also include General Plan policies that promote 
alternative transportation which would indirectly reduce VMT and ADT. Specifically, 
the following General Plan Update policies promote multi-model transportation: 
Policy M-8.6, Park and Ride Facilities; Policy LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-
9.8, Village Connectivity and Compatibility with Adjoining Areas; Policy LU-11.6, 
Office Development; Policy M-8.2, Transit Service to Key Community Facilities and 
Services; Policy M-8.3, Transit Stops that Facilitate Ridership; and Policy M-9.2, 
Transportation Demand Management. However, the DEIR concludes that even with 
implementation of the proposed General Plan Update policies and mitigation 
measures, project-related impacts to traffic would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

 
G3-76 The County does not agree with the assertion that Tecate land use plan will miss an 

opportunity to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The intent of the Tecate 
Sponsor Group Plan is to create a unique community that is integrated with Tecate 
Mexico rather than one planned without consideration of the existing and planned 
land uses on the Mexican side of the border.  The Sponsor Group also seeks to 
create an economically viable plan that does not overburden the traffic load on SR-
94.  In developing the plan, the opportunity exists for commercial and industrial 
support uses within Tecate USA that would be focused entirely on the residents and 
businesses located in Tecate Mexico.  Reduced vehicular miles are expected to 
occur by intercepting these Mexican commuters and shoppers, who would otherwise 
travel across the county to access jobs and services.  This is re-enforced by the 
proposed policies in the Subregional Plan and will be further implemented by 
subsequent planning studies submitted as part of development proposals.  

 
 It is true that there is limited housing provided in Tecate USA as part of the plan 

update.  Limited housing is proposed in Tecate USA precisely because the primary 
intent is to create business and industrial space that would be needed by and used in 
conjunction with activities taking place in Mexico.  It is intended that most of the 
workforce and customers would come from Tecate Mexico.  If additional housing, 
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beyond what is planned, is provided in Tecate USA there would be a public need to 
provide additional population-based facilities and services such as parks, schools, 
and other social services. 

 
G3-77 This comment refers to the following statement, made in DEIR Section 2.15.1.1, 

Unincorporated County, under the heading Existing Roadway Network Performance: 
 
 “In general, a mix of land uses within closer proximity and requiring less driving 

distance for interaction would result in a lower VMT.  Typically more dispersed and 
segregated (not mixed) land uses result in greater VMT.” 

 
G3-78 The County acknowledges that a thorough analysis of land use alternatives and their 

corresponding vehicle miles traveled (VMT) must consider many factors, including 
the context relating land uses to traffic conditions and the overall size and make up 
of the population of an area.  Although VMT is identified in the DEIR, the County 
acknowledges that the information has not been thoroughly analyzed.  The County 
further contends that the CEQA Guidelines for Transportation and Traffic do not 
require this analysis.  Rather, the Guidelines only require the County to analyze if the 
proposed County General Plan Update would: 

 

 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic 
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in 
either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or 
congestion at intersections); or 

 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard 
established by the County Congestion Management Agency for designated roads 
or highways. 

 
 In DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS 

Standards, under the Projected Vehicle Miles of Travel heading, the following text 
has been added to convey that additional factors need to be considered for a 
thorough analysis: 

 
 “Any thorough analysis of this data also needs to consider additional factors, such as 

the associated population, which directly impacts the number of vehicles and vehicle 
trips.” 

 
 In addition, in order to avoid giving the appearance that VMT was thoroughly 

analyzed in the DEIR, the section discussing VMT of the subregions of the County 
was removed. 

 
G3-79 The County agrees that greater analysis would be required to fully evaluate why the 

communities of north County Metro, Lakeside, Fallbrook, and Bonsall have the 
highest vehicle miles traveled (VMTs).  The County contends that this analysis is not 
required for the General Plan Update as explained in the response to comment 
G3-78 above. 

 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter G 3, Building Industry Association (BIA) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page G3-42 
October 2010 

G3-80 The County disagrees that the DEIR should be revised to provide the context and 
explanation relating existing land uses to the existing travel conditions, as explained 
in the response to comment G3-78 above. 

 
G3-81 The statistic referred to in this comment was obtained from the National Center for 

Injury Prevention and Control and is based on a survey of rural locations throughout 
the nation. Thus, this statistic is not specific to the unincorporated County. As such, 
the County agrees with the comment that such a condition may not be true for all 
areas in the unincorporated County. Therefore, the County has deleted the following 
sentence in DEIR Section 2.15.1.1, Unincorporated County, under the heading 
Roadway Safety to provide additional clarification:  

 
 "Approximately 75 percent of drivers involved in fatal crashes on rural roads are rural 

and small-town residents.  Because of this fact, it can be assumed that the drivers in 
these crashes are generally familiar with the roads on which they are driving." 

 
G3-82 The County disagrees with this comment. DEIR Section 4.1.1, Alternatives 

Considered but Rejected, identifies an alternative that would construct a roadway 
network with sufficient capacity to result in every roadway segment operating at 
Level of Service (LOS) D or better.  As described in this section under the heading 
Full Road Network Capacity Alternative,  the alternative was rejected because it 
would substantially increase the majority of significant environmental impacts 
identified for the proposed project, with the exception of traffic. No revisions to the 
DEIR were made in response to this comment. 

 
G3-83 The County disagrees with this comment. Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation 

Assessment, of the DEIR provides an evaluation of the forecasted roadway network 
operations under implementation of the proposed project and project alternatives. 
This analysis incorporates the assumption that, in some cases, congested roadways 
cause drivers to seek alternative adjacent routes. Specifically, Section 2.3.2, 
Refinement and Application of Model Output, of Appendix G describes how this 
assumption was incorporated into the traffic forecast and model. Therefore, this 
issue is accounted for in the project traffic analysis provided in the DEIR, which is 
based on the Appendix G traffic and circulation assessment. No revisions to the 
DEIR were made in response to this comment.   

 
G3-84 This comment states that the General Plan Update goals and policies would reduce 

vehicle miles traveled (VMT) through prohibitions and limitations on office, 
commercial, and industrial land uses, although the comment does not cite any 
specific goals and policies.  The County disagrees with this statement and is not 
aware of any such goals or policies.  For example, policy LU-5.1 Reduction of 
Vehicle Trips within Communities would incorporate a mixture of land uses to 
support multi-modal transportation. 

 
G3-85 The assumed roadway classifications referred in Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation 

Assessment, were obtained from the SANDAG Regional model, consistent with each 
jurisdiction‟s individual Circulation Element.  Therefore, the identified roadway 
deficiencies are due to high traffic volumes for the particular planned classification. 
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G3-86 It can be assumed that County residents driving into the adjacent cities for work 
partially contributes to the referenced high traffic volumes.  However, City residents 
driving into the County to work at newly developed commercial and industrial 
facilities would also partially contribute to the high volumes. County residents may 
also drive to the cities for entertainment, access to the regional airport, and a 
multitude of other reasons besides employment. 

 
G3-87 The County disagrees that the General Plan Update does not provide employment 

lands near housing. Table 1-1, Land Use Designations Distribution for General Plan 
Update, provides an overview of the land uses proposed in each CPA and Subregion 
of the unincorporated County. The majority of CPAs and Subregions include some 
acreage of either office professional, commercial, or industrial land uses. These land 
uses would allow for the development of new employment opportunities. Additionally, 
the majority of CPAs and Subregions include some acreage of Village Residential, 
Semi-rural Residential, and Rural Lands land uses. These land uses would allow for 
the development of new housing.  Thus the provision of employment lands near 
residences is already a component of the proposed project.   Further, two project 
objectives for the General Plan Update include the consideration of adequate 
employment and housing for unincorporated communities. For example, Project 
Objective 2 is to promote sustainability by locating new development near existing 
infrastructure, services and jobs. Additionally, Project Objective 3 is to reinforce the 
vitality, local economy, and individual character of existing communities while 
balancing housing, employment, and recreational opportunities. These objectives 
demonstrate that the proposed General Plan Update does consider the need for 
employment in communities, in addition to the need to locate housing near existing 
and future employment lands. 

 
 Multiple General Plan Update policies also support the project objectives listed 

above. Section 7.0, Proposed General Plan Update Policies and Mitigation 
Measures, identifies all General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that 
were determined to reduce project-related environmental impacts. Of these, many 
encourage the co-location of employment and housing land uses, including: Policy 
LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle Trips within Communities, which requires the 
incorporation of a mixture of land uses in villages and rural villages; Policy LU-10.4, 
Commercial and Industrial Development, which limits the establishment of 
commercial and industrial uses outside of Villages and encourages residential land 
uses to be located near employment land uses; and Policy H-1.3, Housing near 
Public Services, which encourages the development of housing within close 
proximity to job centers. Therefore, the proposed project does consider the need for 
employment based land uses to be located near housing so that residents can live 
and work in their own community. 

 
G3-88 The County disagrees with the comment.  The traffic modeling process utilized the 

SANDAG Series 10 Regional Forecast model, assuming development as forecast for 
the year 2030 in the incorporated areas in the County, along with build-out of the 
respective land use maps for the unincorporated County land.  Assumed roadway 
classifications for incorporated areas are consistent with SANDAG data and the 
respective available Circulation Elements of the individual jurisdictions.  Roadway 
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classifications within the unincorporated area are consistent with the County roadway 
network as proposed in the General Plan Update. Therefore, no revisions to the 
DEIR were made in response to this comment.  

 
G3-89 The County agrees with the comment that community consensus is not included in 

DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, 
but is included in Appendix I, Impacted Roadway Segment and Supporting Rationale 
for LOS E/F Level Acceptance. In addition, community consensus is never identified 
as the primary criteria for accepting a road segment with LOS E and F.  The primary 
criteria are identified in DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, but community consensus is also 
identified in Appendix I when appropriate.  This is merely to document when the 
proposal to accept LOS E and F is consistent with community preferences.  
Therefore, no changes to the DEIR are proposed as a result of this comment. 

 
G3-90 The County has replaced Table 2.15-28, Criteria for Accepting LOS E/F Roads, from 

the DEIR with the criteria that accompanies General Plan Update policy M-2.1.  This 
table was included in error, and was from a prior draft of the General Plan Update 
which has since been revised. Refer to DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: 
Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, under the heading, Infeasible 
Mitigation Measures, and Appendix I of the DEIR, Impacted Roadway Segment and 
Supporting Rationale for LOS E/F Level Acceptance, for information related to 
infeasible roadway mitigation measures. These sections no longer include the 
wording “land use modifications”. Therefore, the analysis requested in the comment 
is unnecessary. 

 
G3-91 The County agrees with this comment. Section 2.15, Transportation and Traffic, of 

the DEIR provides a summary of the information contained in DEIR Appendix G, 
Traffic and Circulation Assessment, prepared by Wilson & Company.  All County-
identified Mobility Element roads were included in Appendix G, Traffic and 
Circulation Assessment; however, only those roadway segments that were 
determined to be impacted from the proposed project are discussed in Section 2.15, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the DEIR.  This approach was taken in order to 
minimize the length of the tables and volume of traffic information provided in the 
DEIR so that the reader could clearly understand the significant impacts of the 
proposed project. Please refer to DEIR Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation 
Assessment, for the full list of roads analyzed in the traffic study.  No revisions were 
made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
G3-92 The County disagrees with this comment. All Mobility Element roads within the 

County were included in the traffic analysis provided in Appendix G, Traffic and 
Circulation Assessment, prepared by Wilson & Company.  Therefore, the DEIR 
adequately analyzed all of the mobility element roads within the County. No revisions 
were made to the DEIR in response to this comment.  

 
G3-93 The County disagrees with this comment. Adjusted forecast volumes were derived 

by SANDAG via a forecast refinement process which examined the differences 
between forecasted and existing volumes for a base year.  Adjusted forecast 
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volumes are universally utilized by all agencies and consultants in conducting traffic 
analyses. No revisions were made to the DEIR in response to this comment. 

 
G3-94 The County disagrees with this comment. The levels of services were based on the 

adjusted forecast volumes.  See response to comment G3-93. No revisions were 
made to the DEIR in response to this comment.  

 
G3-95 The County disagrees with this comment. The statement identified in the comment is 

not included in DEIR Section 2.16.6.1, Issue 1: Wastewater Treatment 
Requirements, nor does the DEIR defer mitigation to another agency.  The DEIR 
analyzes the potential impacts to wastewater treatment requirements that would 
result from build-out of the General Plan Update land uses at a programmatic level 
and proposes programmatic mitigation measures for the provision of wastewater 
treatment under the General Plan Update. For instance, mitigation measure USS-1.2 
requires the implementation and revision of Board Policy 1-84 to ensure adequate 
availability of sewer/sanitation service for development projects that require it.  No 
revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-96 The County disagrees with this comment. The issue addressed in DEIR Section 

2.16.3.2,  Issue 2:  New Water and Wastewater Facilities, is if the project would 
require or result in new water or wastewater treatment facilities or the expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which would have a significant environmental 
effect. The focus of this issue question is the physical impact on the environment that 
may result from the construction of water/wastewater facilities, not what agency 
would provide these services. As identified in this DEIR section, a potentially 
significant impact associated with the construction of water and wastewater 
infrastructure would occur and implementation of General Plan Update policies and 
mitigation measures would be necessary to reduce the impact to below a level of 
significance.  The following General Plan Update policies would be implemented to 
reduce impacts associated with the provision of water and wastewater facilities: 
Policy LU-1.4: Leapfrog Development; Policy LU-4.3: Relationship of Plans in 
Adjoining Jurisdictions; and Policy H-1.3: Housing Near Public Services.  In addition, 
the following mitigation measures would be implemented: 1) USS-2.1: Revise Board 
Policy I-63 to minimize leapfrog development and establish specific criteria for 
general plan amendments proposing expansion of areas designated village regional 
category, which is intended to limit unexpected demands for new water and 
wastewater facilities; 2) USS-2.2: Perform CEQA review on privately initiated water 
and wastewater facilities and review and comment on water and wastewater projects 
undertaken  by other public agencies to ensure that impacts are minimized and that 
projects are in conformance with County plans; and 3) USS-2.3: Implement, and 
revise as necessary, the Green Building Program to encourage project designs that 
incorporate water conservation measures, thereby reducing the potential demand for 
new water purveyors with the buildout of the General Plan Update.  No revisions to 
the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-97 The County disagrees with this comment. The DEIR analyzes the potential impacts 

to wastewater treatment requirements that would result from buildout of the General 
Plan Update land uses at a programmatic level and proposes programmatic 
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mitigation measures for the provision of wastewater treatment under the General 
Plan Update. Refer to response to comment G3-95 further information.  No revisions 
to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-98 This comment inquires as to the assurances the County has that necessary housing 

will be provided in communities where adequate wastewater facilities do not exist.  In 
response, the County acknowledges that it has not provided assurances that the 
housing will be built in these areas or any privately-owned parcels within the 
unincorporated County.  This is because the County is not responsible for providing 
the housing, rather to establish the necessary controls and regulations to facilitate its 
implementation.  Therefore, no changes have been made to the DEIR as a result of 
this comment. 

 
G3-99 Due to the size and complexity of the groundwater dependent portion of the County, 

it is not possible to specifically identify at a parcel by parcel scale where significant 
impacts to groundwater resources would occur without performing individual site-
specific groundwater studies at each individual water district‟s location.  The time and 
money involved are far beyond the scope of the planning level scale of this General 
Plan effort.  However, the County did conduct a screening level County-wide 
assessment of groundwater resources over a nearly 2,000 square-mile area.  The 
study provided a tiered evaluation of groundwater resources, including a cumulative 
analysis of 86 basins, evaluation of areas where localized impacts to groundwater 
resources may be occurring, potential areas subject to low well yield, and areas 
where localized water quality impacts may occur.  Mitigation programs are discussed 
in Section 2.16.6.4 of the DEIR. 

 
G3-100 The potential effects of global warming included in Section 2.17.3.2, Issue 2: 

Potential Effects of Global Climate Change on the General Plan Update, are from the 
San Diego Foundation‟s Regional Focus 2050 Working Paper and Technical 
Assessment, which explored what the San Diego region would be like in the year 
2050 if current climate change trends continue. CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 
refers to citations and states the “Preparation of EIRs is dependent upon information 
from many sources, including engineering project reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features. These documents should be cited but 
not included in the EIR.” Therefore, the information contained in Section 2.17.3.2, 
Issue 2: Potential Effects of Global Climate Change on the General Plan Update, is 
not speculative, it was obtained from a reputable information source. The San Diego 
Foundation‟s Regional Focus 2050 Working Paper and Technical Assessment is the 
only comprehensive San Diego-specific assessment of climate change impacts 
available. As stated under the Summary heading in DEIR Section 2.17.3.2, climate 
change impacts that would be most relevant to the unincorporated County are the 
effects on water supply, wildfires, energy needs, and impacts to public health. 
Therefore, the DEIR does identify the impacts that global climate change would have 
on the proposed project. It was not the intention of Section 2.17.3.2 to evaluate the 
impacts of the proposed project on the predicted global warming trend. That analysis 
is addressed in Section 2.17.3.1.  
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G3-101 The County agrees with the comment. The DEIR does not assume that existing 
infrastructure is adequate to serve future development under the General Plan 
Update; rather, the majority of future development is proposed within the San Diego 
County Water Authority (SDCWA) boundary where existing or planned  infrastructure 
and services can support growth within or adjacent to existing communities. It is 
anticipated that infrastructure in these areas could be expanded or upgraded to 
serve future development, as compared to backcountry areas where existing 
infrastructure may be lacking.  The acknowledgement that new infrastructure will be 
needed is found in DEIR Section 1.3, Project Objectives, and Section 1.4.3, 
Technical, Economic, and Environmental Characteristics.  The ability of utilities to 
serve buildout of the land use designations proposed in the General Plan Update is 
analyzed in Section 2.16, Utilities. No revisions to the DEIR are required in response 
to this comment. 

 
G3-102 The County disagrees with this comment. Population growth in the County, including 

in the Desert, Mountain Empire, North Mountain, and Pala-Pauma planning areas, is 
discussed in DEIR Section 3.1.1, Direct Population Growth.  As discussed in this 
section, population growth is anticipated in the Desert Subregion, Mountain Empire 
Subregion, North Mountain Subregion, and Pala/Pauma Valley Subregion because 
these eastern areas of the County would experience relatively large increases in 
residential units compared to 2008 conditions. However, increased employment 
opportunities that may occur in these areas would be less likely to result in demand 
for housing in surrounding jurisdictions due to the greater distance from the town 
centers in these communities to the other jurisdictions in the County and adjacent 
counties, especially in the Desert, Mountain Empire and North Mountain Subregions. 
No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-103 The County disagrees with the comment. The conclusion that employment and 

housing would be developed consistent with each other is supported in DEIR Section 
3.1.2, Employment Growth. As discussed in this section, the land use framework 
described in the Land Use Element of the General Plan Update would avoid 
development of a new commercial or other economic center away from planned 
residential development, which would have the potential to result in unplanned 
residential growth. This would be supported by a number of General Plan Update 
policies including: Policy LU-1.4, which prohibits leapfrog development that is 
inconsistent with the land use plan and community plan; Policy LU-3.3, which 
requires new large developments to establish a complete neighborhood; Policy 11.1, 
which encourages the location of commercial, office, and industrial development in 
village areas with high connectivity and accessibility from surrounding residential 
neighborhoods; and Policies LU-11.2 and LU-11.7 which require that commercial, 
office, and industrial development be located, scaled, and designed to be compatible 
with the unique character of the community and residential development.  These 
policies require residential and commercial development to be provided consistent 
with, not independent of, each other. Therefore, the General Plan Update does plan 
for an overall balance of employment and housing. Although there may be a few 
exceptions to this general rule, such as Tecate, on a County-wide level the General 
Plan Update strives to achieve a jobs-housing balance for the unincorporated area. 
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No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. Refer to 
response to comment G3-87 for further information.  

 
G3-104 The County disagrees with the comment. The employment that could be 

accommodated in each planning area is not an environmental issue that should be 
addressed in the DEIR, but rather an economic consideration that is outside of the 
scope of the DEIR.  As stated in Section 15131 of the CEQA Guidelines, “economic 
or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the 
environment.”  However, the land use designations proposed in the General Plan 
Update include office, commercial and industrial land uses that are anticipated to 
provide employment.  The impacts associated with the development of these land 
uses, such as traffic or biology impacts, were analyzed based upon proposed 
location, estimated density, associated traffic generation, and area of impact, as 
appropriate.  The DEIR adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts of 
the buildout of all land use designations proposed by the General Plan Update.  
While employment per community is not required to analyze impacts in the DEIR, 
employment opportunities accommodated in each planning area can be generally 
determined based on the intensity of commercial or industrial land use designations 
within a planning area. Refer to response to comment G3-59 for additional 
information.  No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-105 Refer to responses to comments G3-59 and G3-87 for information related to jobs 

and housing as provided in the DEIR. The land use framework and Land Use 
Element policies of the General Plan Update require residential and commercial 
development to be provided consistent with, not independent of, each other. No 
revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-106 The County disagrees with this comment. A jobs-housing balance is a 

socioeconomic consideration that is outside the scope of the DEIR. Refer to 
responses to comments G3-59 and G3-87 for information related to consideration of 
jobs and housing in the DEIR. Refer to responses to comments G3-101 through 
G3-105 for the County‟s response to the commenter‟s identified statements. The 
land use framework and Land Use Element policies of the General Plan Update 
require residential and commercial development to be provided consistent with, not 
independent of, each other.  No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to 
this comment. 

 
G3-107 The County disagrees that the DEIR did not consider a reasonable range of 

alternatives.  While the project alternatives focus development in the western 
portions of the County, the No Project Alternative provides an analysis of a 
development pattern that is spread more evenly throughout the entire unincorporated 
County.  In addition, other alternatives, which generally do not meet project 
objectives, such as the Backcountry Development Alternative are discussed in DEIR 
Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered but Rejected.  The higher intensity 
designations proposed in the backcountry under this alternative do not take into 
consideration actual constraints to development.  Higher intensity development in the 
backcountry would not feasibly accomplish most project objectives, nor would it 
reduce environmental impacts.  Therefore, this alternative was rejected from 
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consideration.  Additionally, the existing General Plan land use map is analyzed as 
the No Project Alternative in DEIR Section 4.5, Analysis of the No Project Alternative.  
This alternative also does not analyze increased growth in the western portion of the 
County and downsizing in the east.  Therefore, along with two alternatives that would 
accommodate higher intensity growth in the backcountry, the County contends that 
the DEIR considered a reasonable range of alternatives and that the analysis of an 
additional alternative is unnecessary. No revisions to the DEIR are required in 
response to this comment. 

 
G3-108 The County disagrees that the conclusion for the rejection of the Backcountry 

Development Alternative is unsupported. A description of this alternative is provided 
in Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, of the DEIR. CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) states: “The EIR should also identify any alternatives 
that were considered by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the 
scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency‟s 
determination… Among the factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from 
detailed consideration in an EIR are: (1) failure to meet most of the basic project 
objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.”  
The description of the Backcountry Development Alternative in the DEIR specifically 
states, “allowing for higher intensity growth in the backcountry does not meet five of 
the ten project objectives because it would: 1) produce additional burdens on 
infrastructure capacities since infrastructure is less available in the backcountry; 2) 
increase public costs by not concentrating development within the San Diego County 
Water Authority (SDCWA) boundary; 3) not help retain land for agriculture and 
sensitive resources; 4) not locate growth near infrastructure, services, and jobs; and 
5) not accurately reflect the actual development capacity of the land.” Therefore, the 
DEIR does provide a supported conclusion for the rejection of the DEIR alternative. 
This description does not include a reference to densities of „one home on every four 
acres‟ as being „high density‟ and it is unclear where the commenter obtained this 
information from. 

 
 Additionally, Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, of the DEIR, under 

the heading, Backcountry Development Alternative states, “The existing General 
Plan land use map is analyzed as the No Project Alternative.  Therefore, an 
alternative that would accommodate higher intensity growth in the backcountry is 
analyzed and an additional alternative is unnecessary.” Another reason the 
Backcountry Development Alternative was rejected as an alternative for analysis in 
the DEIR is because it would establish land use patterns that are essentially the 
same as the existing County General Plan, which is already included in the analysis 
of the No Project Alternative in Section 4.5.2, Comparison of the Effects of the No 
Project Alternative to the Proposed Project. As such, no revisions to the DEIR were 
made.  

 
G3-109 The County disagrees with the comment.  Reliance on groundwater availability and 

septic systems in the backcountry as a constraint to development was considered 
when developing the land use framework for the General Plan Update.  Instead of 
designating the backcountry for higher density development and allowing these and 
other constraints to later limit development, as the commenter suggests, the DEIR 
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considered this constraint during development of the land use framework so these 
designated General Plan Update land uses could realistically be developed to 
accommodate the future population growth forecasted for the unincorporated 
County.  The use of a private sewer instead of septic may be a voluntary measure 
proposed by an individual development project in consultation with the County; 
however, it should not be considered the standard solution for wastewater treatment 
in the backcountry due the complexity and expense associated with this measure. 
Therefore, no revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-110 The County disagrees that public costs are limited to potable water service only. 

Public costs can be associated with implementation of the following services: 
transportation, fire protection service, police protection services, school services, 
library services, wastewater treatment, storm water facilities, solid waste disposal, 
and energy facilities. DEIR Section 1.3, Project Objectives, lists project objective nine 
as “Minimize public costs of infrastructure and services and correlate their timing with 
new development.” The statement referred to by the commenter is an excerpt from a 
list of reasons why the Backcountry Development Alternative would not be feasible 
because it conflicts with project objectives. Refer to response to comment G3-108 for 
additional information regarding the feasibility of the Backcountry Development 
Alternative. The Backcountry Development Alternative would not concentrate 
development or growth within the SDCWA boundary, like the proposed project. This 
would potentially increase public costs by requiring additional infrastructure and 
services in areas that do not currently have such services. For example, increasing 
development and growth in the backcountry could increase public costs associated 
with fire protection services, since some backcountry areas have no fire protection 
(see Figure 2.13-2, Unincorporated Areas with No Fire Protection). Providing new 
fire protection services to these areas could result in substantial public costs, when 
compared to expanding the existing fire protection services that exist within the 
SDCWA boundary. Additionally, locating development outside the SDCWA boundary 
could increase transportation infrastructure costs due to the development of new 
roadways or improvements/maintenance of existing roadways in areas that are not 
currently developed or not surrounded by existing development. Therefore, the 
County has determined that the Backcountry Development Alternative is infeasible 
because it would conflict with many of the objectives of the proposed project. As 
such, no revisions were made to the DEIR.   

 
G3-111 The County disagrees with this comment.  The DEIR does not state that most 

productive agriculture in the unincorporated area of the County is small farms on four 
acres or less, as is suggested by the commenter. Rather, Section 2.2.15, Agricultural 
Trends, states, “Economically productive agriculture is conducted on small farms, 
with 68 percent of farms ranging from one to nine acres in size with the median farm 
size being four acres.” This statement should not be interpreted to mean that most 
productive agriculture in the unincorporated County occurs on small farms only; it 
should be interpreted to give perspective to the fact that small parcels of land can be 
economically viable in agricultural operations. This situation is unique to San Diego 
County, and a result of high land value.   

 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter G 3, Building Industry Association (BIA) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page G3-51 
October 2010 

 Additionally, the commenter‟s statement “the so-called „backcountry‟ has very poor 
soils and very little opportunity for agriculture” is false.  Figure 2.2-3, Prime 
Agricultural Soils, identifies that the backcountry does not have a large amount of 
area considered to be “Prime Agricultural Soils”; however, this should not be 
interpreted to mean that the backcountry has very little opportunity for agriculture. As 
shown in Figure 2.2-2, County Identified Agricultural Lands, a large portion of the 
County‟s Grazing Lands occur in the backcountry area, in addition to limited 
Orchards/Vineyards and Truck Crops. Therefore, the commenter‟s summary that the 
backcountry has little opportunity for agricultural is incorrect.  

 
 To evaluate the agricultural resources impacts that would result from implementation 

of the proposed project, an analysis of proposed land use designations that would be 
placed on areas containing existing agricultural resources was prepared. This 
analysis is included in Section 2.2.3.1, Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural 
Resources, of the DEIR. Although all land uses proposed under the proposed 
project, or any project alternative, would have the potential to result in a loss of 
agricultural resources, some land uses have a higher potential to result in a direct 
conversion of agricultural resources to non-agricultural uses than others. Compared 
to the proposed project, the Backcountry Development Alternative would result in 
higher density land uses throughout the unincorporated County, not just the 
backcountry, which would result in a greater potential for the direct or indirect 
conversion of farmland.  For a complete explanation of the relationship between land 
use density and potential agricultural resource impacts, refer to Section 2.2.3.1, 
Issue 1: Direct Conversion of Agricultural Resources, of the DEIR.  The methodology 
behind this impact analysis provides support of the conclusion reached in the 
alternatives analysis.  

 
 As a result of this comment, the Backcountry Development Alternative discussion in 

Section 4.1.1 of the DEIR, Alternatives Considered but Rejected, has been revised 
by changing the third reason why the alternative does not meet five of the ten project 
objectives to "retain land for agriculture grazing".   

 
G3-112 The County does not agree with the comment. In general, higher density 

development would result in greater environmental impacts. This is true in most 
cases for the majority of environmental impacts such as agriculture, biology, air 
quality, noise, traffic and other issues. However, there may be a few issues where 
higher density development would have the same or reduced impacts as compared 
to lower density development, such as fire protection. Therefore, the Backcountry 
Development Alternative discussion in DEIR Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered 
but Rejected, has been revised to add "most" before environmental impacts, when 
referring to what higher density development would not reduce.  The revisions to this 
section provide clarifying text and do not provide any new significant environmental 
impacts, no increase in the severity of project impacts has been determined, and no 
new feasible alternatives or mitigation measures were identified.  Therefore, these 
revisions would not trigger recirculation of the DEIR, per Section 15088.5 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines. 
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G3-113 The County disagrees with this comment. As stated in the Casino Focused 
Development Alternative discussion in DEIR Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered 
but Rejected: 

 
 “Similar to the Backcountry Development Alternative described above, proposing 

higher residential densities near these casinos [on the Campo and La Posta 
Reservations in the Mountain Empire Subregion and the Pauma-Yuima and Santa 
Ysabel Reservations in the North Mountain Subregion] would result in higher 
intensity development in the backcountry, which is not feasible due to development 
constraints and would not accomplish most project objectives.” 

 
 Therefore, the commenter‟s suggestion for higher density development under this 

alternative would result in the same reasons for the rejection. No revisions to the 
DEIR are required in response to this comment. 

 
G3-114 The County disagrees with the comment. The description of the Full Road Capacity 

Alternative identified in Section 4.1.1 of the DEIR, Alternatives Considered But 
Rejected, is not based on the “County‟s typical requirements that roads must be 
wide, flat, and straight, despite the topography and other constraints” as is suggested 
in the comment.  As described in this DEIR section, the Full Road Capacity 
Alternative would construct a road network with sufficient capacity to result in every 
segment of roadway operating at LOS D or better. This comment does not raise and 
environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
G3-115 The County agrees with part of the comment and would like to add the following 

clarification. It is correct that funding sources are not available to fully implement all 
of the road network improvements; however, as stated in the Full Road Capacity 
Alternative discussion in DEIR Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered But Rejected, 
it is the region as a whole that lacks funding, not only the County, according to the 
Regional Transportation Plan.  This comment does not raise a significant 
environmental issue for which any additional response is required. 

 
G3-116 The County does not agree with the comment.  Future development would be 

allowed consistent with the land use designations identified in the General Plan 
Update, and would not be curtailed if consistent with this plan. This comment does 
not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response is required. 

 
G3-117 The County disagrees with the comment. As discussed in response to comment G3-

107 the County did consider an alternative that would not concentrate development 
in the western portion of the County, the Backcountry Development Alternative 
discussed in DEIR Section 4.1.1, Alternatives Considered But Rejected.  
Additionally, the existing General Plan land use map is analyzed as the No Project 
Alternative in DEIR Section 4.5, Analysis of the No Project Alternative, which does 
not shift development westward.  Therefore, an alternative that would accommodate 
higher intensity growth in the backcountry is analyzed.  Refer to responses to 
comments G3-107 through G3-111 regarding the DEIR‟s rejection of the 
Backcountry Development Alternative and other considered but rejected alternatives. 
No revisions to the DEIR are required in response to this comment. 
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G3-118 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required. 
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G4-1 This comment provides an introduction to the General Plan Update DEIR comments 
that are addressed in responses to comments G4-2 through G4-7. 

 
G4-2 This comment appears to imply that because the SANDAG Regional Comprehensive 

Plan (RCP) population forecasts are based on existing General Plans, then the 
General Plan Update is not consistent with the SANDAG RCP.  While the County 
would agree that the SANDAG RCP population forecasts are no longer the most 
current as more recent forecasts have been prepared by SANDAG, the County 
disagrees that the General Plan Update is not consistent with the RCP.  The 
forecasts in the RCP are based on General Plan Update forecasts.  The following 
excerpt can be found on Page 41 of the RCP, which can be accessed at 
http://www.sandag.org/programs/land_use_and_regional_growth/comprehensive_lan
d_use_and_regional_growth_projects/RCP/rcp_final_complete.pdf:  

 
 “This forecast is based on economic and demographic factors that are influenced by 

the currently adopted land use plans and policies of the 18 cities, and the most 
recent information from the County of San Diego’s General Plan Update for the 
unincorporated area.”   

 
 DEIR Section 2.9.3.2, Issue 2: Conflicts with Land Use Plans, Policies, and 

Regulations, has been revised to reflect that the RCP takes into account “the most 
recent information from the County’s General Plan Update” rather than from the 
existing General Plan.   

 
G4-3 The County does not agree with this comment.  The SANDAG population forecasts 

have been coordinated with the County, and the future units established by both the 
County's and SANDAG's population models are within a reasonable range.  
Therefore, the land use scenario used in SANDAG's population forecast model is 
based on the General Plan Update Land Use Map.  Although, the General Plan 
Update translates to a decrease in population, nowhere in the SANDAG RCP is it 
stated or implied that growth should take place in low density areas where the 
General Plan Update reduces population densities.  On the contrary, the SANDAG 
RCP promotes smart growth near jobs, housing and transit and reduces land 
consumption in rural and agricultural areas, as stated in the following excerpt from 
the SANDAG RCP Vision Chapter: 

 
 “Smart growth means developing the region in a way that creates communities with 

more housing and transportation choices, better access to jobs, more public spaces, 
and more open space preservation. Smart growth more closely links jobs and 
housing, provides more urban public facilities like parks and police stations, makes 
our neighborhoods more walkable, and places more jobs and housing near transit. It 
reduces land consumption in our rural and agricultural areas and spurs reinvestment 
in our existing communities. Together, sustainability and smart growth form the 
philosophical foundation of the Regional Comprehensive Plan.” 

 
G4-4 This comment does not pertain to the DEIR or raise an environmental issue.  There 

is no evidence provided by the commenter to support the claim that the County 
General Plan Update is not providing an adequate amount of housing in the eastern 

http://www.sandag.org/programs/land_use_and_regional_growth/comprehensive_land_use_and_regional_growth_projects/RCP/rcp_final_complete.pdf
http://www.sandag.org/programs/land_use_and_regional_growth/comprehensive_land_use_and_regional_growth_projects/RCP/rcp_final_complete.pdf
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portions of the unincorporated County to meet future population demands.  As shown 
in the response to comment G4-3 above, the General Plan Update is consistent with 
future population projections and, based on the vision of the SANDAG RCP, 
population demand is more appropriately met when provided in smart growth 
patterns of development close to housing, jobs, and public facilities. 

 
G4-5 The County does not agree that the project proposes a prohibition on development in 

the eastern part of the county.  This comment also states that the General Plan 
Update will “exasperate already constrained resources” in the western portions of the 
County.  The County concurs that the growth associated with the General Plan 
Update will require additional investments in infrastructure, wherever the growth 
occurs.  However, the County contends that infrastructure can be provided more 
efficiently in the western portions of the county.  The County finds that public costs 
are greater when providing infrastructure and services in rural areas outside of the 
County Water Authority (CWA) boundary.  This is based on the geographic 
separation of rural areas from urbanized areas which leads to low utilization rates, 
inadequate response times for emergency services, and the detachment of service 
delivery professionals from their colleagues.  In addition, providing infrastructure and 
services to areas with a low population density means higher per unit costs of some 
services and the inability to supply specialized help (for example, for the 
handicapped) because the area cannot support the services for so few clients. 

 
 For example, there is a growing body of literature on the effects of land use on local 

government taxation and spending, commonly referred to as costs of community 
services (COCS).  These studies consistently conclude that local government costs 
to support residential development exceed revenues generated by new residential 
development.  The American Farmland Trust compiled the results of 95 COCS 
studies and concluded that on average, for every one dollar of revenue collected 
from residential land, 1.19 dollars are spent.  

 
 Further analysis of these studies concluded that the development of lands at rural 

densities (lots greater than one acre) cost more than suburban or urban densities. 
The analysis indicates that rural densities cost 29 percent more than the most cost 
effective urban densities.  

 
G4-6 This comment suggests that the General Plan Update does not support regional 

plans and that it hampers economic productivity.  The comment does not identify 
which regional plans that the General Plan Update does not support.  As 
documented in the responses to comments G4-2 and G4-3, the General Plan Update 
is consistent with the SANDAG RCP, along with the SANDAG population forecasts.  
In addition, the General Plan Update DEIR Section 2.9.3.2, Issue 2: Conflicts with 
Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations, evaluates and has determined that the 
General Plan Update was not in conflict with the following plans that address all or 
portions of the unincorporated county: 2030 Regional Transportation Plan, 
Congestion Management Program, San Diego Basin Plan, Airport Land Use 
Compatibility Plans, San Diego County Regional Air Quality Strategy, and other 
adopted land use plans for the region.  Therefore, the County disagrees that the 
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General Plan Update does not support regional plan and that it hampers the 
economic productivity. 

 
G4-7 This comment requests the General Plan Update be revised to indicate the project’s 

inconsistency with the SANDAG RCP and to propose mitigation measures for the 
loss of 15 percent of the County’s housing.  The County disagrees that the General 
Plan Update or DEIR need to be revised because of the reasons stated above.  As 
shown in the response to comment G4-2, the General Plan Update is consistent with 
the RCP.  In addition, the County does not agree it is necessary to propose 
mitigation measures for the loss of 15 percent of housing when the project is 
consistent with regional population forecasts, as shown in the response to comment 
G4-3 above.  Therefore, no changes were made to the DEIR as a result of this 
comment. 
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G5-1 The County does not agree with this comment, to which to the County’s response is 
provided in greater detail in responses to comments G5-2 to G5-114. 

 
G5-2 The County acknowledges that the proposed project may not fully comply with State 

housing law; however, the County does not agree that numerous internal 
inconsistencies exist.  These issues are addressed in greater detail in responses to 
comments G5-3 to G5-114. 

 
G5-3 The County does not agree that the project description in the DEIR is inaccurate or 

unstable. The County gave careful consideration to pending projects in determining 
their treatment in the EIR. In referring to "pending projects...likely to be developed in 
a manner totally at odds with the proposed project," it is believed that the commenter 
is referring to those existing General Plan Amendment applications, subdivision 
proposals, and other development proposals currently being processed by the 
County that are not consistent with the General Plan Update. The primary reason 
that these current development proposals are not consistent with the General Plan 
Update is that they are being processed and evaluated pursuant to the existing 
General Plan, which is significantly different in places from the proposed General 
Plan Update. State law mandates that the County apply the existing General Plan to 
such projects while they are in process.   

 
G5-4 The County does not agree that the acreages of the above described projects should 

be "subtracted out" of the General Plan Update analysis. This approach would result 
in an incomplete analysis of the proposed General Plan. By "subtracting out" these 
acreages, there would seem to be an assumption that the above described pending 
projects would be approved and would supersede the General Plan Update. This 
assumption would be flawed for multiple reasons. First, there is no assurance that 
any of the pending projects would be approved. These projects are subject to 
individual discretionary approvals by the County. Secondly, while many of the 
projects are "pipelined" giving them special status to be processed under the existing 
General Plan regardless of the timing of the General Plan Update, a substantial 
number of these projects are not "pipelined."  Therefore, unless they can obtain their 
approvals prior to approval of the General Plan Update, these non-pipelined projects 
will be required to conform to the General Plan Update (not the opposite, which such 
an assumption would suggest). Additionally, because there is a significant likelihood 
that the General Plan Update designations will become effective on many of these 
properties, there is a need to evaluate those specific designations in the EIR and to 
compare any differences among the alternatives. By appropriately including these 
projects as "cumulative projects", the County does not agree that the DEIR miscasts 
in any sense. Further, the County does not agree that this approach results in an 
"inaccurate analysis of the alternatives." As already explained, the County believes a 
comparison of the alternatives on these lands is essential as it is not a foregone 
conclusion that a pending project will be approved. Should the pending project be 
approved, there would be no difference among the alternatives for the area of the 
project.  Thus, the result would be that any differences identified among the 
alternatives under the existing analysis would likely be slightly reduced.  
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G5-5 While these statements are mostly accurate, the County notes that the pending 
projects are not necessarily "likely" to be approved as explained above. Additionally, 
of the 148 listed projects, only 30 are "pipelined."  Since preparation of the list, two of 
these projects have been approved and six have been denied or withdrawn resulting 
in only 22 remaining "pipelined" subdivisions.  

 
G5-6 As discussed under response to comment G1-4, these projects were analyzed in 

addition to the General Plan Update because they are not a part of the proposed 
project. As separate discretionary projects that may result in cumulative impacts, 
they are correctly included under the cumulative analysis of the DEIR.  

 
G5-7 The County has determined that subtracting out such areas would deprive the DEIR 

of necessary analysis and would result in a flawed document (see also response to 
comment G1-4).  Instead, the DEIR very clearly explains that a number of additional 
projects are currently being considered by the County and are included as part of the 
cumulative analysis.  It should be noted that the County did analyze the areas where 
these proposed projects are located and analyzed the proposed General Plan 
Update designations for those sites. The County does not agree that the descriptions 
or analyses in the DEIR are inaccurate.  

 
G5-8 The County does not agree with the statements in this comment. The commenter 

provides no evidence that the project description is not stable. Rather, the County 
contends that the approach taken (as opposed to the one suggested by the 
commenter) resulted in a project with greater stability. To assume that pending 
private development projects are a part of the proposed project (as suggested by the 
commenter) would add an extremely unstable component to the project. The 
commenter is also incorrect in his understanding of the analysis for traffic and air 
quality. The analysis for these issues contained separate project-specific and 
cumulative analyses, as did all other analysis areas.  

 
G5-9 The County does not agree that the DEIR contains the suggested inaccuracies. 

Please refer to responses to comments G5-3 through G5-8 above. 
 
G5-10 The County does not agree that the DEIR fails to address the impact of the pending 

projects.  Rather, the County finds that the approach taken in the DEIR is in 
compliance with CEQA and provides essential analysis of the entire proposed project 
and differences among the alternatives.  

 
G5-11 The County does not agree that the spatial appearance of the land use maps is 

inaccurate. The proposed General Plan land use maps display the extent of County 
General Plan designations. They are not an exhibit of on-the-ground densities.    

 
G5-12 The County does not agree that the difference between the existing conditions and 

the General Plan Update plus pending projects is underestimated because the 
pending projects are included in the cumulative analysis and have not been 
approved.  
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G5-13 The County does not agree that the differences between the project map alternatives 
and No Project Alternative are inaccurate or problematic. Please also see response 
to comment G5-4.  The County finds that a comparison of the alternatives on these 
lands with pending projects to be essential as it is not a foregone conclusion that a 
pending project will be approved. Should a pending project be approved, the County 
acknowledges that there would be no difference among the alternatives for the given 
location.  As such, differences identified between the alternatives would likely be 
slightly reduced.  

 
G5-14 The County does not agree that the impacts described in the DEIR are inaccurate 

because the DEIR correctly focuses project-specific analysis on the proposed project 
and adequately addresses the pending projects under the cumulative analysis.  See 
also responses to comments G5-3 through G5-12 above. 

 
G5-15 The County does not agree with this comment. While the pending projects may 

provide additional capacity, their approvals are not a foregone conclusion and 
inclusion of their capacity in the estimates for the proposed project and alternatives 
would not be appropriate.  

 
G5-16 In the referenced case, the petitioners argued (and Court agreed) that the project 

description set forth in the Merced DEIR was unstable and misleading because it 
indicated, on the one hand, that no increases in mine production were being sought, 
while on the other hand, it provided for substantial increases in mine production if the 
project were approved.  In addition, the project description contained inconsistencies 
regarding the production capacities. The County does not agree that there are any 
similarities with this case and the General Plan Update DEIR. The DEIR clearly 
describes the proposed project and all possible increases in development that may 
result from the proposed project and any cumulative projects. The County also notes 
that the commenter has not identified any inconsistencies in data similar to the ones 
that plagued the Merced DEIR.  

 
G5-17 The County does not agree with the suggested inaccuracies and therefore no 

revisions are necessary.  Please also refer to responses to comments G5-3 through 
G5-16 above. 

 
G5-18 The County agrees with the importance of the alternatives analysis but does not 

agree that the DEIR is inadequate or has "papered over" the differences of the 
alternatives. To the contrary, the DEIR goes into great detail over the differences 
among alternatives. This is evident in Appendix L: Project Alternatives Areas of 
Difference, which provides property-specific details and analyses on the areas where 
the alternatives differ. More specific concerns of the commenter are addressed in the 
following responses.  

 
G5-19 It is unclear what legal standards are being referred to in this comment as the 

majority of case references provided by the commenter relate to the importance of 
the alternatives and how the decision-making body must handle the alternatives. 
Nevertheless, the County does not agree that the DEIR has failed to meet any legal 
standard related to the General Plan Update alternatives analysis. Moreover, the 
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County disagrees with the assertion that an underestimating of differences pervades 
the DEIR. Without specifically identifying the areas of concern, the County cannot 
address this comment in greater detail.  

 
G5-20 The County does not agree that the alternatives analysis must go into the level of 

detail suggested by the comment.  However, to better describe the difference in 
potential indirect biological impacts, the following sentence was added to DEIR 
Section 4.3.2.4: 

 
“In addition, based on a comparative impact report prepared by the Conservation 
Biology Institute (CBI 2005), indirect impacts to habitat would be substantially 
reduced in the Draft Land Use Map Alternative when compared to the proposed 
project.”    
 
The County does not agree that the potential difference in impact acreages between 
the proposed project and the Draft Land Use Map Alternative would amount to as 
much as two hundred thousand acres. While the County does not refute the 
methods and analysis used in the CBI report, the report did not account for existing 
regulations and policies that would limit the amount of vegetation that can be cleared 
with a development permit.   

 
G5-21 In response to this comment, the County added a new table to DEIR Chapter 4.0 

Project Alternatives.  The table compares estimated habitat impacts among the four 
alternatives and the No Project Alternative.  While this information does not change 
the conclusions in the DEIR regarding significance, it does provide more information 
to the public and the decision makers regarding the potential losses of specific 
habitat types under each alternative.  The following abbreviated table shows the total 
impacts to vegetation communities for the alternatives: 

 

Table 4-8 Comparison of Alternatives - Habitat Impacts (acres) 

  

Proposed 
Project 

(Referral Map) 
Hybrid Map 
Alternative 

Draft Land Use Map 
Alternative 

Environmentally 
Superior Map 

Alternative 

No Project 
Alternative (Existing 

General Plan) 

Total Impacts 174,638 157,139 151,780 123,544 572,879 

 
 
G5-22 The County utilized the CBI study as a key reference in the DEIR, as further 

described below in response to comment G5-23.  In addition, Chapter 4.0 of the 
DEIR has been revised to include additional detail quantifying potential biological 
impacts for each alternative (see response to comment G5-22 above).  It should be 
noted that the Board of Supervisors will determine how the County can best meet its 
objectives and such determinations are not required within the DEIR.  However, the 
County has further revised Section 4.3.2.18 to clarify the Draft Land Use Map’s 
potential fulfillment of project objectives compared to the proposed project.  

 
G5-23 The County does not agree with this comment as a whole.  The CBI study prepared 

in 2005 was cited in the DEIR Subchapter 2.4 and treated as a key reference.  The 
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information in the study was not “buried.”  In response to comments G5-20 and G5-
21 above, the County has also made reference to the study in Section 4.3.2.4 of the 
DEIR.  However, it is important to note that the study does not account for existing 
policies and regulations when estimating potential impacts, does not account for 
biological conditions in 2008 (DEIR baseline), and does not account for changes 
made to the land use maps since 2005.  As such, the County relied heavily on GIS 
and current regulatory data to estimate direct impacts to biological resources but still 
discussed the CBI report in terms of how changes in density can affect biological 
communities.  The DEIR does not mislead the reader into thinking that the biological 
impacts of the two alternatives are equal.  Section 4.3.2.4 clearly states that the Draft 
Land Use Map Alternative would result in less impact than the proposed project and 
includes quantifiable information for comparison.  Therefore, the analysis is adequate 
under CEQA and does not require substantial revisions that warrant recirculation of 
the document. 

 
G5-24 This comment does not raise an environmental issue related to the content of the 

EIR.  The required findings for project approval, including determinations regarding 
feasibility, overriding considerations, and fulfillment of project objectives, will be 
made during the final Board of Supervisors’ hearing process.  As such, the County 
cannot confirm or dispute the claims made in this comment at the present time.   

 
G5-25 The approach taken in the DEIR when summarizing an alternative's fulfillment of the 

project objectives was to highlight the overall major differences between the 
alternatives. While the County agrees that there are significant differences between 
the alternatives with regard to specific sub-issues of the objectives, when evaluating 
the overall impact, the County originally did not find it necessary to differentiate the 
level of fulfillment as a result of some of these differences. The County appreciates 
the commenter's concern with this approach and as a result has revised Section 
4.3.2.18 to reflect which project objectives the Draft Land Use Map would fulfill better 
than the proposed project.  In addition, Sections 4.2.2.18 and 4.4.2.18 have been 
revised to take a consistent approach when assessing the Hybrid Map and 
Environmentally Superior Map alternatives’ fulfillment of project objectives as 
compared to the proposed project.  

 
G5-26 Please refer to response to comment G5-25. 
 
G5-27 Please refer to response to comment G5-25. 
 
G5-28 DEIR Table 4-6 has been replaced with a table that more clearly shows how the 

project alternatives compare with number of housing units forecast inside and 
outside the San Diego County Water Authority (SDCWA) boundary. Based on the 
revised table, DEIR Section 4.2.2.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, under the 
Groundwater Supplies and Recharge heading has been revised to state that the 
number of dwelling units that could be built outside the SDCWA boundary are less 
under the Hybrid Map alternative when compared to the proposed project; therefore, 
the Hybrid Map alternative would result in a lesser impact to groundwater.  
Accordingly, Hydrology and Water Quality Sections 4.3.2.8 and 4.4.2.8  have also 
been revised to similarly reflect the revised Table 4-6 and to explain that both the 
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Draft Land Use Map and Environmentally Superior Map alternatives would result in a 
lesser impact to groundwater when compared to the proposed project. 

 
G5-29 The County does not agree with the comment. The determination of whether or not 

an alternative satisfies a project objective is at the discretion of the local agency and 
for this project will ultimately be determined by the Board of Supervisors. For this 
project, the Proposed Project or Referral Map was considered to fulfill the project 
objective of "supporting a reasonable share of population growth." While anything 
less would result in less fulfillment of the objective to the degree of the difference. 
The Referral Map is relevant for this purpose primarily for two reasons: 1) The 
estimated population capacity for the Referral Map is roughly the same as the 2002 
Working Map, which in 2003 was included in the Board's confirmation of project 
direction; and 2) The Referral Map is an outgrowth of the Draft Land Use Map at the 
specific direction and guidance by the Board.    

 
G5-30 The County generally agrees with the information provided in the comment.  The 

issues raised in this comment are not at variance with the existing content of the 
DEIR. 

 
G5-31 Fulfillment of the objective of "supporting a reasonable share of population growth" 

will be determined by the Board of Supervisors; and for the purposes of the DEIR, is 
based on past Board actions. SANDAG forecasts are not relied upon to determine 
fulfillment of the objective. Please also refer to response to comment G5-29. 

 
G5-32 The commenter refers to past staff analysis from a 2004 Board report.  Fulfillment of 

the objective of "supporting a reasonable share of population growth" will be 
determined by the Board of Supervisors. Please also refer to response to comment 
G5-29.  Additionally, it should be noted that the outcome of that 2004 Board hearing 
was the initial creation of the Referral Map (then referred to as the Consensus 
Alternative Map).  

 
G5-33 The commenter again quotes past staff analysis.  However, the Board of Supervisors 

will ultimately determine how the County can best meet its project objectives and will 
judge the adequacy of the project.  See also responses to comments G5-24, G5-29, 
G5-31, and G5-32. 

 
G5-34 The commenter’s concerns with "conclusions of equivalency" are addressed under 

response to comment G5-25. The remainder of the comment is related to process 
and does not raise an environmental issue related to the content of the DEIR. 
However, the County notes that there has been significant discussion and analysis 
related to referrals, much of which is included in DEIR Appendix L: Project 
Alternatives Areas of Differences.  

 
G5-35 This comment does not raise an environmental issue related to the content of the 

EIR; therefore, no response is necessary.  
 
G5-36 This comment does not raise an environmental issue related to the content of the 

EIR; therefore, no response is necessary.  
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G5-37 This comment does not raise an environmental issue related to the content of the 
EIR; therefore, no response is necessary.  

 
G5-38 This comment does not raise an environmental issue related to the content of the 

EIR; therefore, no response is necessary.  
 
G5-39 The 2004 analysis referred to by the commenter was a staff analysis of planning 

principles. It should be noted that the planning principles were not prepared as 
project objectives for the purpose of CEQA, nor was the analysis prepared pursuant 
to CEQA. Additionally, the resulting analysis was not certified, endorsed, or 
otherwise approved by the Board.   

 
G5-40 As discussed under response to comment G5-25, the DEIR conclusions related to 

fulfilling project objectives have been revised to further address this issue. Ultimately, 
the Board of Supervisors must determine how the County can best meet its 
objectives.  The information in this comment will be in the Final EIR for review and 
consideration by the County Board of Supervisors. 

 
G5-41 The use of the quoted phrase is not an attempt to hide any facts. Rather it is used to 

avoid redundancy in generally describing impacts. By referring the reader to the 
Hybrid Map Alternative analysis, the discussion of the Draft Map impacts can focus 
on the discernable and quantifiable differences of the alternatives. To the contrary of 
the commenter's suggestion, the County believes that this approach highlights the 
differences rather than obscures them.  

 
G5-42 The County does not agree with the commenter’s assertions regarding the findings. 

Please refer to responses to comments G5-24, G5-29, G5-31, G5-32, G5-33, and 
G5-40 for more detailed responses to issues raised in this comment. 

 
G5-43 The County does not disagree with the stated information. Issues raised in this 

comment are not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 
 
G5-44 The County does not agree with this comment. While the comment is correct that the 

Draft Map is evaluated as fulfilling most of the objectives more than the proposed 
project, the DEIR identifies that the proposed project fulfills the project objective of 
"supporting a reasonable share of population growth" while the Draft Map would not 
be considered to fully fulfill this objective. Refer to response to comment G5-29 for 
more on this issue.  

 
G5-45 The County is in agreement with the stated requirements of CEQA but does not 

agree that the DEIR's mitigation measures fail to satisfy CEQA. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.4(a)(2) also states, "In the case of the adoption of a plan, policy, 
regulation, or other public project, mitigation measures can be incorporated into the 
plan, policy, regulation, or project design." The policies that are listed in the DEIR are 
policies that would be adopted as part of the General Plan, and are therefore 
consistent with CEQA. Additionally, because of inclusion in the General Plan, they 
will guide and direct the land use decisions of the County. A General Plan, which is 
often referred to as a local agency's "constitution," is the supreme document for local 



Response to Comments 

 

Responses to Letter G 5, Endangered Habitats League (EHL) (cont.) 
 

San Diego County General Plan Update EIR  Page G5-80 
October 2010 

land use policy and decision making. Most decisions are required (either by State or 
local law) to be consistent with the General Plan.  

 
G5-46 This comment appears to suggest certain problems with the DEIR and the County is 

not in agreement. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) states that, "Measures 
may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the 
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way." 
Performance standards are not required for all mitigation measures and numeric 
standards would be inappropriate for most of the policies in the General Plan. 
Instead, most General Plan policies and implementation measures contain objective 
standards of implementation. This is appropriate given that the General Plan is a 
policy level document that guides decision making and program implementation. The 
County has specifically avoided the use of excessive detail in its General Plan in 
order to provide a concise, clear, and more user-friendly policy document. A second 
level of detail is provided in the General Plan Implementation Plan, which also 
contains the remainder to the mitigation measures identified in the DEIR and is 
proposed for adoption with the General Plan Update. This is also a policy level 
document leaving further detail to be provided with development of specific 
implementation measures. However, in either case, the County finds that compliance 
with the policy or measure is clear.  

 
G5-47 The comment appears to suggest that the DEIR should either contain measurable 

performance standards or demonstrate that they would be infeasible. The County 
does not agree that either of these suggestions are requirements under CEQA. See 
also response to comment G5-46.  

 
G5-48 The comment indicates that the subsequent comments on biological impacts are 

representative of inadequacies throughout the DEIR.  The County does not agree 
that the DEIR is inadequate and the specific responses to the biological resources 
analysis is provided below. 

 
G5-49 The County does not agree with the comment. The County believes that monitoring, 

managing, and maintaining are very clear and enforceable actions. It acknowledges 
that further detail on how these actions will be undertaken must be documented; 
however, the more appropriate location for these details is in the preserve plans, 
such as the South County Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) Subarea 
Plan which has been (or in the case of new preserves, will be) prepared in 
coordination with stakeholders and Wildlife agencies, and adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors. The comment also suggests that this policy is inadequate because 
most of the County does not have a regional preserve system. The County disagrees 
with this because this policy is not the only policy or implementation measure 
addressing biological resources. It must be considered in concert with the other listed 
policies and measures, many of which apply to the areas not included in the current 
preserve system. The County can provide assurances that these actions will be 
completed by adopting the Implementation Plan that is proposed along with the 
General Plan Update. 
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G5-50 The County does not agree with the comment. As a policy, the County believes the 
draft wording is appropriate. The policy indicates "support" of the "proactive 
assemblage of a biological preserve system."  Support can come in many forms and 
must be tailored to the situation on hand. This is appropriate because assemblage of 
the preserve is achieved through the action of many different parties, many of which 
the County has no direct control over. The General Plan Update Implementation Plan 
provides mechanisms for the County to facilitate the assemblage of the preserve.  
The policy also commits to "facilitate development through mitigation banking 
opportunities." Again, there are many possibilities for a County role with mitigation 
banking and therefore this policy generally supports such endeavors while allowing 
the County flexibility to determine an appropriate role for the given situation.   

 
G5-51 The County does not agree with the comment. As discussed under response to 

comment G5-49, preserve plans such as the MSCP Subarea Plan, contain details on 
preserve assemblage, management, maintenance, and monitoring. Funding is also 
identified in those plans in consideration of the implementation of the other 
components of the projects. At a policy level, it is inappropriate to identify a more 
specific level of funding as the funding is typically shared by multiple parties and 
comes from multiple sources.  

 
G5-52 The County does not agree with the comment. As discussed in responses to 

comments G5-49 through G5-51, support can come in many forms and must be 
tailored to the situation on hand as assemblage of a preserve is accomplished by 
numerous parties.  In addition, the General Plan policies are supported by many 
implementing tools depending on the issue.  For preserve assemblage, implementing 
tools include but are not limited to the MSCP Plans, Biological Mitigation Ordinance, 
Resource Protection Ordinance, NCCP Guidelines, Watershed Protection 
Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, and the proposed Implementation Plan. 

 
G5-53 As identified in the Draft Implementation Plan, Policy COS-1.9 would be 

implemented on a project-by-project basis through the County's landscaping 
requirements which are contained in the Landscaping Ordinance. It should be noted 
that the County recently updated its Landscaping Ordinance in response to State law 
and it strongly encourages the use of low water, native plantings. Within preserves, 
management of invasive plants is typically addressed in the preserve plan and is the 
responsibility of the owner and manager of the specific lands within the preserve.   

 
G5-54 Conservation and Open Space Policy COS-1.10, Public Involvement, was formerly 

COS-23-3 in the Open Space Resources section of the November 2008 draft 
General Plan.  The policy was relocated into the Biological Resources section so as 
to consolidate it with other habitat conservation policies.  The policy is intended to 
reinforce the County’s commitment to an open planning and resources management 
process. 

 
G5-55 As stated in the policy, the volunteer preserve managers would "supplement 

professional enforcement staff." Managers are funded and included in preserve 
plans. This policy supports an additional program for added effectiveness.  
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G5-56 Policy COS-2.1, Protection, Restoration, and Enhancement, is a General Plan policy 
and therefore does not contain a standard. The County’s approach is to set general 
goals and policies, then develop implementation tools to achieve them. To the 
contrary of the comment, the County believes that the policy provides a clear 
commitment as to the County's policy that will guide decision making and formulate 
programs. As further detailed in the draft Implementation Plan, there are numerous 
areas where implementation of this policy is achieved such as the County's 
Biological Mitigation Ordinance, Guidelines for Determining Significance for 
Biological Resources, Resource Protection Ordinance, and Conservation Subdivision 
Program. 

 
G5-57 As identified in the draft Implementation Plan, Policy COS-2.2, Habitat Protection 

Through Site Design, would be implemented by a number of mechanisms, including 
the County's Biological Mitigation Ordinance, Guidelines for Determining Significance 
for Biological Resources, Resource Protection Ordinance, and Conservation 
Subdivision Program. 

 
G5-58 As identified in the draft Implementation Plan, Policy LU-6.1, environmental 

Sustainability, would be implemented by a number of mechanisms, including the 
County's Biological Mitigation Ordinance, Guidelines for Determining Significance for 
Biological Resources, Resource Protection Ordinance, and Conservation Subdivision 
Program. 

 
G5-59 It was not the intent of this policy to require that the lowest of all designations 

possible be assigned to an area of sensitive resources. In that respect, the County 
recognizes that Policy LU-6.2 is confusing as written and will revise it to its previous 
wording, "assign low density or low intensity land use designations." 

 
G5-60 The County does not agree with the comment that the policy is unclear. The policy 

specifically identifies that mechanisms will be provided to allow reductions in lot size 
and to require preserved open space. Additionally, as a General Plan policy, the 
County believes that this is an appropriate level of detail. Further detail is provided in 
the Implementation Plan and even more detail is included in the draft Conservation 
Subdivision Program (CSP) documents that were made available for public review 
with the DEIR (refer to draft Implementation Plan measures 1.2.2.B Subdivision 
Ordinance, 1.2.2.C Countywide Design Guidelines, Project Review Procedures, 
3.1.4.C Design Guidelines in Semi-Rural and Rural Lands, 5.1.2.D Conservation 
Subdivisions, 5.9.2.A Community Plans). 

 
 In addition, the County also does not agree that the Community Plans are 

inconsistent with this policy, as explained further in responses to comments G5-75 
through G5-77.  

 
G5-61 Implementation of Policy LU-6.4, Sustainable Subdivision Design, is detailed in the 

draft Implementation Plan, which lists a multitude of mechanisms for implementing 
this policy such as Community Plans, the Subdivision Ordinance, and Design 
Guidelines. It is likely that numerous other County policies and regulations will also 
be supportive of implementing this policy (refer to draft Implementation Plan 
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measures 1.2.2.B Subdivision Ordinance, 2.1.1.A Project Review Procedures, 
3.1.4.C Design Guidelines in Semi-Rural and Rural Lands, 5.9.2.A Community 
Plans). 

 
 The County also does not agree with the suggestion that the Community Plans 

undermine the effectiveness of the CSP as explained further in responses to 
comments G5-75 through G5-77.  

 
G5-62 Implementation of Policy LU-6.6 is detailed in the draft Implementation Plan, which 

lists a multitude of mechanisms for implementing this policy such as Community 
Plans, the Subdivision Ordinance, Design Guidelines, and the County's project 
review process (refer to draft Implementation Plan measures 1.2.2.C Countywide 
Design Guidelines, 2.1.1.A Project Review Procedures, 3.1.4.C Design Guidelines in 
Semi-Rural and Rural Lands, 5.9.1.J Development Siting, 5.9.2.A Community Plans). 

 
G5-63 Implementation of Policy LU-10.2 is detailed in the draft Implementation Plan, which 

lists a multitude of mechanisms for implementing this policy such as Community 
Plans, Design Guidelines, and the County's project review process (refer to draft 
Implementation Plan measures 1.2.2.C Countywide Design Guidelines, 1.2.2.D 
Community-Specific Design Guidelines, 2.1.1.A Project Review Procedures, 3.1.4.C 
Design Guidelines in Semi-Rural and Rural Lands, 5.9.2.A Community Plans). 

 
G5-64 The County also does not agree with the suggestion that the Community Plans 

undermine the effectiveness of the CSP as explained further in responses to 
comments G5-75 through G5-77. 

 
G5-65 Revisions to existing Habitat Conservation Plans are needed on an infrequent basis 

to ensure a cohesive system of open space.  For example, major and minor 
amendments are sometimes proposed by the County to include new preserve areas 
or to include coverage for a species that was not originally covered by the Plan.  In 
addition, minor revisions to the County’s existing MSCP will be sought in conjunction 
with the North County and East County MSCP projects to ensure consistency.    
 
Also, the County does not agree with the suggestion that this mitigation measure 
should include a commitment to complete the North and East County MSCPs. As 
discussed in the DEIR, completion of North and East County MSCPs require 
approval by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of Fish and 
Game. While the County has already committed a significant investment in these 
projects and gone to great efforts to obtain concurrence by these agencies, their 
approval is partially outside of the County’s control and cannot be guaranteed.  

 
G5-66 As discussed in response to comment G5-45, the County does not agree that 

General Plan policies or mitigation should or are required to contain standards. In the 
case of mitigation measure Bio-1.3, successful implementation will be the execution 
of Board Policy I-123 conservation agreements. These agreements enable private 
property owners to contribute to the MSCP without having to undertake a 
development project. Allowing for them will assist with the successful implementation 
of the MSCP.   
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G5-67 Mitigation Measure Bio-1.4 consists of coordinating with other groups and agencies 
to acquire preserve land. Therefore, the County does not agree that this mitigation 
will "not preserve anything." The County does acknowledge that this measure alone 
does not provide certainty that those groups or agencies will preserve land; however, 
the County's coordination will improve the likelihood of that occurring.  Additionally, 
this measure is merely one of multiple measures that will reduce impacts to 
biological resources.  

 
G5-68 The County does not agree with this comment. The application of CEQA to individual 

discretionary projects as they are processed by the County will reduce impacts to 
biological resources. CEQA contains specific qualitative standards for its 
implementation. Additionally, the County's Guidelines for Determining Significance 
provide substantial detail on how the criteria are used by the County in reviewing 
projects subject to CEQA, including determining impacts and requiring project-
specific mitigation.   

 
G5-69 It appears that the comment is referring to the Biological Mitigation Ordinance (BMO) 

and Habitat Loss Permit (HLP) Ordinance. The Resource Protection Ordinance 
(RPO) is applicable to the entire County.  With regard to the BMO and HLP 
Ordinance, the County acknowledges that these regulations are not applicable to the 
entire County and notes that these regulations are part of a more comprehensive set 
of policies and programs that are proposed to address biological impacts.  

 
G5-70 The ordinances listed in mitigation measure Bio-1.7 regulate development to reduce 

potential environmental impacts, many of which may have a direct or indirect effect 
on biological resources.  The County Noise Ordinance regulates noise generation, 
which can reduce potential adverse effects on nearby wildlife.  The County 
Groundwater Ordinance regulates useage of groundwater, thereby reducing potential 
drawdown that would otherwise impact groundwater-dependent habitat.  The 
County’s Landscaping Regulations limit the use of invasive plants and reduce 
excessive irrigation, the latter of which may otherwise cause flooding or introduce 
pollutants to native habitats.  The County’s Watershed Ordinance serves to minimize 
stormwater runoff, which can further reduce flooding or polluting of native habitats.  
As such, the implementation of these ordinances have been found to minimize 
potential edge effects caused by development. 

 
G5-71 The County disagrees with the commenter as explained in the preceding responses. 

The mitigation measures provided are appropriate for a General Plan and 
programmatic EIR. All specific comments made by the commenter have been 
responded to. The commenter has not identified other feasible mitigation measures 
that should be considered by the County and, therefore, the County has difficulty in 
further responding to this unsupported claim.   

 
G5-72 While the County agrees with the quoted text from the DEIR and CEQA Guidelines, it 

does not agree with the comment. CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(5) state," If 
the Lead Agency determines that a mitigation measure cannot be legally imposed, 
the measure need not be proposed or analyzed. Instead, the EIR may simply 
reference that fact and briefly explain the reasons underlying the Lead Agency's 
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determination." The County believes that the DEIR adequately explains why the 
County cannot require that the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MSCP) be 
approved by other agencies and appropriately determines that such a commitment is 
not feasible.  

 
G5-73 The County agrees that it may act independently to protect the County's sensitive 

natural resources. The County has enacted numerous policies and regulations to this 
end, and proposes many more as part of the General Plan Update. However, the 
commenter seems to suggest that the County could adopt and implement a Multiple 
Species Conservation Program (MSCP) equivalent without agency participation and 
approval. The County does not agree with this suggestion. One reason is that 
successful implementation of the MSCP requires state and federal involvement and 
funding. Another is that a key benefit of an MSCP is that it pre-authorizes take of 
federal and state sensitive species. Without that benefit being achieved, the support 
of many stakeholders (mostly those representing property owner and developer 
interests) would be lost, thereby making such an effort improbable. The County does 
not agree that a temporary moratorium is mitigation under CEQA. A moratorium 
represents inaction or not undertaking the proposed project. While this is an avenue 
that is available to the County, it does not meet the CEQA standard for mitigation.  
Moreover, it would impede the County's ability to achieve the stated objectives of the 
project. 

 
G5-74 The County disagrees with the commenter as explained in the preceding responses. 

The mitigation measures provided are appropriate for a General Plan and 
programmatic EIR. All specific comments made by the commenter have been 
responded to. The commenter has not identified other feasible mitigation measures 
that should be considered by the County and, therefore, the County has difficulty in 
further responding to this unsupported claim.   

 
G5-75 The County does not agree with the comments. The CSP is not "canceled out" by 

the draft Community Plans. Some draft Community Plans contain goals and policies 
that will guide implementation of the CSP in order to respond to community-specific 
issues such as minimum lot size and groundwater resource issues. Providing for this 
tailored application of the CSP would not negate its benefits and is reasonable 
considering the extent of the County's jurisdiction and the diversity of the 
communities it contains. It is acknowledged that in some cases, limitation on the 
program provided in the Community Plans will not allow for the maximum benefit 
conceivable. For example, a Community Plan may limit reductions in lot size to 2 
acres where reducing the lot size to 0.5 acres could further avoid direct impacts to 
some resources. However, the DEIR makes no representations that such guidance 
would not be allowed in Community Plans. In fact, in many draft General Plan 
policies, the need to conform to the Community Plan and response to community 
character is stated. Additionally, Mitigation Measures Bio 1.1 states, "any such 
allowances of flexibility must be done with consideration of community character 
through planning group coordination and/or findings required for project approval." 
Further, in the draft CSP document that was made available for public review with 
the DEIR, conformance with Community Plans is also highlighted. Further the DEIR 
does not rely solely on the CSP to mitigate impacts to any issue in the DEIR. It is 
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contained as part of a suite of mitigation measures that, when combined, will reduce 
the impacts to each issue. As a result, the County does not agree that the DEIR 
contains misleading information as suggested by the commenter.  

 
G5-76 The comment states that the draft Community Plans contain provisions that are 

inconsistent with the CSP. The County does not agree with the suggested 
inconsistency. As previously explained, some draft Community Plans contain goals 
and policies that will guide implementation of the CSP in order to respond to 
community-specific issues. The commenter has not identified specific 
inconsistencies and therefore further response to the unsupported claim is not 
possible. Similarly, the commenter provides no evidence to suggest that the CSP will 
not be capable of implementation. The CSP consists of specific revisions to the 
Subdivision Ordinance, Zoning Ordinance, Resource Protection Ordinance, and 
Groundwater Ordinance that are described in the draft program documentation. 
Adoption of these revisions will implement the program.  It should be noted that, as 
proposed, conservation subdivisions would be allowed County-wide and would not 
be prohibited by community plans or community groups.   

 
G5-77 The County does not agree with the comment. The comment suggests that 

limitations on minimum lot sizes or limits to possible reductions to minimum lot sizes 
would make the CSP avoidance standards unattainable. This suggestion is not 
supported by evidence. Avoided resources must be accomplished through avoiding 
disturbance to an area and placing a restrictive easement over that area. The 
avoided area may be located on a portion of a buildable lot or on an entirely separate 
lot devoted to open space. For example, a 20 acre lot could contain a 15 acre open 
space easement that protects 75 percent of the lot and allows for 5 acres of buildable 
area. Therefore, a limitation on the lot size would not preclude the achievement of 
the avoidance standard.  

 
G5-78 The County does not agree with the comment. No evidence has been provided that 

the CSP cannot be implemented as described in the DEIR.  Please also refer to 
responses to comments G5-76 above. 

 
G5-79 The County does not agree with the suggested inconsistency. The draft General 

Plan Safety Element states, "Because most of the unincorporated County is located 
within high or very high fire hazard severity zones, avoiding high threat areas is not 
possible." There is no requirement in the draft General Plan Safety Element to use 
the lowest density in very high fire risk areas.  

 
G5-80 In the majority of cases where differences between the proposed project and Draft 

Land Use Map Alternative occur in high fire hazard areas, the proposed project 
designations are RL-20 or RL-40 while the Draft Land Use Map contains RL-40 and 
RL-80 designations, respectively. For most of these lands, the proposed project 
designations are significant decreases in density compared to the existing General 
Plan and the densities that past projects in these areas have been developed under. 
Therefore, under either scenario, the General Plan Update will represent a 
substantial change to future development capacity in these areas. The Board of 
Supervisors has the discretion to determine what level of change appropriately 
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minimizes development in these areas and fulfills the policies of the draft General 
Plan.   

 
G5-81 The County does not agree with the comment. The comment states that a General 

Plan policy is "to avoid density increases in fire prone areas." There is no policy in 
the draft General Plan that contains this statement. In addition, the comment seems 
to be suggesting that the proposed project increases density because it contains 
higher densities than the Draft Land Use Map Alternative. This is an improper 
comparison because the Draft Land Use Map is an alternative to the proposed 
project and should not be used as a baseline to determine density increases or 
decreases. In fact, as explained above, in most cases in very high fire risk areas the 
proposed project will result in decreased density when compared to the existing 
General Plan.   

 
G5-82 This comment seems to suggest that the CSP in its entirety is a part of the draft 

General Plan. This is not correct. While the draft General Plan includes policies that 
generally require such a program for implementation, the specifics of that program 
are left out of the General Plan. In fact, in most cases in the draft General Plan, it is 
recognized that the flexibility allowed in subdivision design that would be 
accomplished by such a program must be in balance with the communities and their 
community plan. While it is not a part of the General Plan, it is nonetheless 
consistent with the proposed General Plan, including the Community Plans.  Further, 
as explained in response to comment G5-77, the commenter has not provided 
evidence that the policies of the draft Community Plans preclude implementation of 
the CSP. Lastly, because the CSP is an implementing program consisting of 
ordinances, it is appropriately described as subordinate to the General Plan and 
Community Plans.  

 
G5-83 The County does not agree with comment. The County's estimated impacts are 

based on empirical data and substantial evidence. In determining that 1.5 acres of 
impacts to existing agriculture may potentially result for each new lot that is created, 
the County conducted a review of several past subdivisions of agriculture in the 
unincorporated area. For each of these subdivisions, the County estimated the pre-
subdivision extent of agriculture, and then calculated the approximate amount of 
agriculture lost after the subdivision occurred.  Impacts that resulted directly from the 
construction of the new home (direct impacts), as well as agriculture removed over 
time (indirect impacts), were calculated. In general, it was observed that the 
combined impacts ranged from 0.75-1.25 acres of impacts per lot. To account for 
possible future loss to the agriculture on site, an impact of 1.5 acres was used to 
estimate possible impacts to agriculture. The commenter provides no supporting 
evidence that this methodology is flawed. See also response to comment X20-26. 

 
 The comment also suggests that the DEIR must evaluate impacts to commercial 

agriculture. The County does not agree as this is not a requirement of CEQA. As 
described in the DEIR, Section 2.2.3.1, impacts are evaluated based on the 
conversion of existing agricultural resources to a non-agricultural use; or a 
substantial impairment to the ongoing viability of an agricultural resource. Impacts to 
commercial agricultural would be an economic impact, which does not require 
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analysis under CEQA. However, the County notes that based on records maintained 
by the Department of Agriculture, Weights, and Measures; there are numerous 
existing commercial agricultural operations on lots ranging from two to four acres in 
size.  

 
G5-84 The County does not agree that the General Plan Update would add “approximately 

a quarter million people to the County population.” The projected population increase 
that would be accommodated by the General Plan Update is 186,506 persons. 
However, the County agrees that the project would result in a greater demand for 
water supply when compared to existing conditions. Section 2.2.3.3, Issue 3: Indirect 
Conversion of Agricultural Resources addresses the indirect impacts to agricultural 
resources resulting from the proposed project due to the "competition for water" and 
other indirect impacts. To further clarify the issue, additional discussion has been 
added to this section of the DEIR, along with a cross-reference to Section 2.16.3.4, 
Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies.  

 
G5-85 As discussed in response to comment G5-75, the County does not agree with the 

commenter's suggested conflicts between the draft Community Plans and 
Conservation Subdivision Program.  

 
G5-86 The County does not agree with this comment. The issue of water availability is 

addressed in Section 2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, of the DEIR. The 
DEIR provides projected population and housing growth by water district. The 
amount of water the project would use would be based on a variety of factors such 
as local climate, rainfall levels, residence characteristics and other factors. In 2008, 
average per capita use was 178 gallons per day. The DEIR also describes the 
existing and planned sources of water to support the project. These are detailed in 
the plans of the serving water districts, County Water Authority, and Metropolitan 
Water District which are summarized and referred to in the DEIR. The DEIR 
recognizes that these plans may not provide sufficient water for the future and 
indicates that conservation, reuse, and desalinization are the sources that the 
County Water Authority has indicated will serve an expanded role in the future. The 
DEIR also evaluates the environmental impacts of these sources, as well as the 
ones in current plans. To accomplish this, the DEIR incorporates by reference the 
County Water Authority's Regional Water Facilities Master Plan EIR. 

 
G5-87 This comment misinterprets the DEIR's statement. The DEIR does not state that 

development should occur if water is not available. It states that if the General Plan 
Update growth capacity were to be reduced to match only identified water supplies 
that this would be a substantial reduction in growth capacity and would not fulfill its 
growth objective. 

 
G5-88 This comment seems to suggest an inconsistency in the DEIR because there is no 

current water supply planning document that accounts for the growth planned by the 
project. However, this is an inaccurate statement because the County Water 
Authority's current water supply planning documents were based on SANDAG 
forecasts that used draft maps from the General Plan Update. There is also no 
connection between the relationship of a County Water Authority plan and an 
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inconsistency within a County document. Additionally, SANDAG and the County 
Water Authority in developing their planning documents first refer to the adopted 
plans of the local jurisdiction as they are the ones with land use authority. The 
County Water Authority does not plan for water supply in advance of the growth 
being planned for by a jurisdiction. Therefore, the suggestion of a water supply plan 
preceding the land use plan is not possible unless the County Water Authority 
chooses to change its planning process.  

 
G5-89 The County does not agree that analysis of future water supply has been deferred. 

As explained in response to comment G5-86, the DEIR contains an evaluation of 
water availability. References to SB 610 and 221 in the DEIR are for the purposes of 
describing the applicable regulatory framework.   

 
G5-90 The comment suggests that "development at a planning level" should be paced with 

water availability. As discussed under response to comment G5-88, the County must 
plan for growth in order for the County Water Authority to plan for the water supply. 
Therefore, it is not possible to pace the two at a "planning level." However, it should 
also be noted that the County does pace development according to water availability. 
As described in DEIR Section 2.16.2.3, Board Policy requires that any discretionary 
project obtain a certification of water availability from the serving water district. 
Further, prior to construction a commitment to serve letter from the district must also 
be provided.  Board Policy, as well as the draft General Plan policies, require this 
document in order for a project to be approved. Therefore, a moratorium, as 
suggested by the commenter is not necessary as the same result is already provided 
for with the current process.  

 
G5-91 While not mentioned in the text of the DEIR, it is important to note that theoretical 

maximum build out of the proposed project (Referral Map alternative) would result in 
only about 40 percent of the growth potential under maximum buildout of the current 
General Plan within the eleven named potentially impacted basins within the General 
Plan Update Groundwater Study.  Therefore, the proposed project is not increasing 
densities in these basins.  Rather, it is substantially reducing densities in each of the 
eleven basins in comparison to the current General Plan.  Additionally, and as added 
as clarification language to DEIR Section 2.8.3.2, due to the sheer size and 
complexity of the 1,885 square mile study area, the long-term groundwater 
availability results presented (being based on a limited amount of readily available 
information) a conservative approach in the study to bias any potential errors 
towards overestimation of potential impacts.   

 
Due to the nature of fractured rock aquifers, impacts to these basins would likely be 
limited to localized areas of higher groundwater use and do not necessarily extend 
basin-wide into areas with adequately spaced groundwater users.  Large 
quantity/clustered groundwater users identified within these eleven basins are areas 
where localized groundwater impacts are most likely to occur.  Site-specific 
groundwater investigations will be necessary for future groundwater-dependent 
projects in these potentially impacted basins to provide specific details of the 
significance of groundwater impacts that cannot be provided at the screening level 
scale in which this groundwater study was conducted.  With implementation of the 
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General Plan Update project, future discretionary permits within the eleven basins 
would be required to conduct groundwater investigations before increased density 
would be approved, which is consistent with proposed Policy LU-8.1.  Therefore, 
through the discretionary permit process, the County is not allowing additional growth 
in areas with inadequate groundwater supply.  Rather, the DEIR has conservatively 
identified areas that have potentially significant impacts to groundwater resources 
which are now flagged for close scrutiny in future groundwater investigations for any 
discretionary permits dependent on groundwater resources in these basins. 

 
G5-92 For clarification purposes, the County has revised DEIR Section 2.8.6.2 to include 

the following language regarding the infeasibility of the County imposing a 
moratorium in areas where potentially significant groundwater impacts are possible:   

 
"...due to the size and complexity of the groundwater dependent portion of the 
County, it is not possible to specifically identify at a parcel-by-parcel scale where 
significant impacts to groundwater resources would occur.  Site-specific groundwater 
investigations are necessary to provide details of impacts that cannot be provided at 
the scale in which the General Plan Update Groundwater Study was conducted.  
Therefore, there is not enough technical evidence in which to impose a moratorium".   
 
Additionally, the Groundwater Ordinance and County Guidelines for Determining 
Significance - Groundwater Resources would be applied to future discretionary 
permits within potentially impacted areas identified within the General Plan Update 
Groundwater Study. Therefore, through these regulations, groundwater 
investigations would identify localized significant impacts to groundwater resources.  
The County would then have the ability to deny projects with inadequate 
groundwater supply within these basins based on site-specific evidence which is not 
possible to ascertain at the planning scale of the General Plan Update Groundwater 
Study. 

 
G5-93 Alternatives to the proposed project are analyzed within the DEIR and made 

available to the decision makers. No particular alternative is recommended at the 
Draft EIR stage of the process. It should also be noted that with the exception of the 
Lyon Basin, utilizing the Draft Land Use Map alternative or even the Environmentally 
Superior Map alternative within the eleven potentially impacted basins (identified 
within the General Plan Update Groundwater Study) would not reduce impacts to a 
level of less than significant.  Therefore, a finding of overriding considerations would 
still be necessary for the project.   

 
G5-94 Coastal sage scrub and animal communities that depend on them will be unaffected 

by the project's utilization of groundwater resources since sage are not considered to 
be a phreatophyte but are adaptive to rainfall alone.   The County's approach to 
evaluating impacts to riparian habitat is discussed in greater detail within the 
Guidelines for Determining Significance: Biological Resources, which may be 
accessed at http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf.   As 
explained in these Guidelines, impacts may be significant if the project would draw 
down the groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-dependent habitat, 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Biological_Guidelines.pdf
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typically a drop of 3 feet or more from historical low groundwater levels.  This 
determination is substantiated in the guidelines as follows: 

 
“Studies have found that groundwater reductions adversely affect native plant 
species. Two of the referenced studies (Integrated Urban Forestry, 2001 and 
Committee on Riparian Zone Functioning and Strategies for Management et al., 
2002) found that permanent reduction in groundwater elevation levels of greater than 
three feet is enough to induce water stress in some riparian trees, particularly willow 
(Salix spp.), cottonwood (Populus spp.) and Baccharis species.” 

 
 The DEIR further finds in Section 2.8 that the project would have significant and 

unavoidable impacts to groundwater supply.  Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude 
that the project would have significant impacts to riparian habitat.  As such, this 
impact was discussed under the subheading “Indirect Impacts” in DEIR Section 
2.4.3.2, Issue 2: Riparian Habitat and Other Sensitive Natural Communities.  The 
DEIR concluded that the project would have significant direct and indirect impacts on 
riparian habitat and other sensitive natural communities.  However, it should be 
noted that groundwater drawdown was not the only factor in determining the 
significance of potential impacts to riparian habitat.   

 
G5-95 The effect that increased pumping will have on contaminant concentrations and 

movement of the groundwater table reflects a site-specific phenomenon which is not 
possible to explore at the scale of this project.  The General Plan Groundwater Study 
and DEIR did identify regional areas where existing water quality impacts are known 
to be occurring, and further identified that placing development in these areas may 
result in potentially significant impacts.  The DEIR further identified that nitrate 
impacts could increase, especially in areas of dense development on septic systems.  
Site-specific groundwater investigations will be required for future groundwater 
dependent developments to evaluate whether a long-term potable groundwater 
supply would be available for each project. 

 
G5-96 This comment contains general statements with no specific reference to the content 

of the DEIR. It appears to be a comment intended for another EIR because the DEIR 
is consistent with the majority of what is contained in this comment (with the 
exception of the suggested inadequacies of the DEIR). The DEIR addresses the 
current drought in DEIR Section 2.16.1.1 Potable Water Supply and Distribution 
under the Imported Water Supply Issues heading and considers it further in Section 
2.16.3.4, Issue 4: Adequate Water Supplies, where water supply impacts are 
addressed. The DEIR discusses the likelihood of future water supplies and indicates 
that water supplies may not be adequate for the project. The DEIR also concludes 
that the project may have a direct and cumulative significant impact on water 
supplies. Therefore, the suggestion that “paper water” is relied upon in the DEIR is 
inaccurate. Rather the DEIR acknowledges that existing water contracts may not be 
sufficient and that increased reliance on conservation, local supplies, desalinization, 
water recycling, and other supplies will be necessary to satisfy future water needs.      

 
G5-97 The County disagrees with this comment, which incorrectly suggests that the DEIR 

ignores the impact of locating development adjacent to interstate corridors. The 
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General Plan Update does not propose the placement of residential development 
immediately adjacent to freeways and high traffic roads. DEIR Table 2.3-13, 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive 
Land Uses, specifically identifies the following policy taken from CARB’s Air Quality 
and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perspective (CARB 2005):    

 
“Avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway, urban roads with 
100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads with 50,000 vehicles/day.” 

 
 In addition, DEIR mitigation measure Air-4.1 requires the following: Use the policies 

set forth in the CARB’s Land Use and Air Quality Handbook (CARB 2005) as a 
guideline for siting sensitive land uses.  Implementation of this measure will ensure 
that sensitive land uses such as residences, schools, day care centers, playgrounds, 
and medical facilities are sited appropriately to minimize exposure to emissions of 
TACs. The policies set forth in the CARB Land Use and Air Quality Handbook 
(CARB 2005) are identified in DEIR Table 2.3-13.   

 
 Therefore, the DEIR is consistent with CARB’s policies for siting sensitive land uses 

and does not ignore the potential impact of locating sensitive land uses adjacent to 
interstate corridors.  

 
G5-98 The County disagrees with this comment, which incorrectly suggests that the DEIR 

ignores the impact of locating development adjacent to interstate corridors. The 
DEIR addresses the issue of placing sensitive receptors near freeways and high 
traffic roads in Table 2.3-13, CARB Recommendations on Siting New Sensitive Land 
Uses. The DEIR identifies that the General Plan Update would result in a potentially 
significant impact to sensitive receptors and recommends implementation of 
mitigation measure Air-4.1, which requires implementation of the CARB’s Land Use 
and Air Quality Handbook (CARB 2005) as a guideline for siting sensitive land uses.  
Therefore, the DEIR both addresses this issue and provides mitigation to reduce 
impacts.  Please also see response to comment G5-97 above. 

 
G5-99 The County disagrees that the GHG analysis in the DEIR is inadequate. For the most 

part, the County agrees with the content of this comment. It acknowledges its role in 
reducing GHG emissions and has evaluated GHG emissions for the proposed 
project and addressed those emissions with proposed policies and measures.   The 
comment somewhat incorrectly states that the DEIR must demonstrate that new 
construction would result in a 30 percent reduction in business-as-usual emissions 
by 2020. The Scoping Plan explains the 30 percent a bit clearer on page ES-1 of the 
plan: “Reducing greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels means cutting 
approximately 30 percent from business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, 
or about 15 percent from today’s levels.” This is a general statement made in the 
Scoping Plan for the emissions from the entire state. The reality is that in order to 
achieve 1990 levels by 2020, some emitters will need to make cuts greater than 30 
percent if their business-as-usual emission were projected to increase by more, and 
others would be less if they were projected to increase by less. Some jurisdictions 
have chosen to simply apply this 30 percent average, or the 15 percent from today’s 
levels. However, the AB 32 does not mention these percentages. The County as 
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lead agency has the discretion to determine the thresholds of significance for global 
climate change impacts. The County did not simply apply these average percentages 
but instead conducted analysis based on the AB 32 standard of achieving 1990 
emission levels by 2020. As a result, it determined that reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions to 1990 levels means cutting approximately 33 and 36 percent from 
business-as-usual emission levels projected for 2020, or about 17 and 9 percent 
from today’s levels for government and community respectively.   The guidelines for 
determining significance are provided in DEIR Sections 2.17.3.1 and 2.17.3.2.  
Please also refer to response to comment O1-20.     

 
G5-100 The County disagrees that the DEIR must demonstrate that the proposed new 

development will not impede the long-range goal of reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions 80 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2050.  Executive Order S-3-05 
issued by the California Governor specifies that reducing emissions 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050 is a target for California. The Executive Order does not 
set this as a standard or provide further guidance for implementation of this target. 
This is in stark contrast to the target of 1990 levels by 2020 which was specifically 
adopted as a statewide emissions standard by AB 32, which correspondingly 
mandates for programs to comply with the standard.  Please also refer to response 
to comment O1-20. 

 
G5-101 As noted in response to comment G5-24, the required findings for project approval, 

including determinations regarding feasibility, overriding considerations, and 
fulfillment of project objectives, will be made during the final Board of Supervisors’ 
hearing process.  As such, the County cannot confirm or dispute the claims made in 
this comment at the present time.   
 
The County has utilized the list of mitigation measures provided by the California 
Attorney General’s office.  Please also refer to response to comment S1-27. 

 
G5-102 The County does not agree with this comment. The comment provides no specific 

reference to the DEIR contents or any detail on a suggested impact that would result 
from the proposed project. Emergency access is addressed in DEIR Section 
2.15.3.4, Issue 4: Emergency Access and Seismic Related Hazards are addressed 
in DEIR Section 2.6.3.1, Issue 1: Exposure to Seismic Related Hazards. The DEIR 
does not specifically address the scenario of access problems that may occur after 
an earthquake and it is not clear by the comment why the proposed project would 
have a direct relationship to this. Access issues that could result from an earthquake 
include structural and utility line collapse onto roads, ground rupture, landslides, and 
fire. It is not possible to predict where these events would occur and the proposed 
project is not expected to significantly increase the likelihood of these events 
occurring and impacting access routes. It should also be noted that it would take a 
significant seismic event to result in one of these instances. Although the project 
area is seismically active, significant events are rare and unpredictable. Even with a 
significant seismic event, it is not a foregone conclusion that a significant access 
issue will occur. As a result, CEQA does not require further evaluation.  
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G5-103 The DEIR addresses earthquakes in Section 2.6.3.1 and wildfire hazards in 2.7.6.8. 
It is not clear how the proposed project would result in impacts related to "the 
potential for an earthquake-induced electrical failure that would trigger a failure of the 
water system, potentially compounding earthquake-induced fire hazards." The 
proposed project does not involve the placement of electrical systems and would not 
increase the likelihood of earthquakes in the proximity of electrical systems. The 
concern also involves a “chain-of-events” that are possible but do not necessarily 
have a high probability of occurrence. Earthquakes occur frequently in the project 
area but are seldom of a magnitude that would result in electrical failure. Similarly, 
fires occurring as a result of an earthquake or immediately following a significant 
earthquake are infrequent. Depending on the type of electrical failure, impacts to the 
water system would vary and will not necessarily occur. Some water systems are off 
the grid or have back up power and would be unaffected. Others have storage tanks 
that can provide supplies of the short term by gravity and, therefore, would only be 
affected by long outages. Additionally, some firefighting is undertaken by water 
tenders, by aerial support, and by ground crews which would not be affected.  CEQA 
also does not require analysis of speculative impacts. Therefore, the County does 
not agree that this is an inadequacy of the DEIR. 

 
G5-104 The County disagrees with this comment.  The dangers from seismic events are 

already adequately documented in DEIR Section 2.6.1.3 Issue 1: Exposure to 
Seismic-Related Hazards.  The DEIR identified that 410,000 people have the 
potential to be exposed to earthquake hazards in the urbanized areas of the County, 
while 33,000 people have the potential to be exposed to this hazard in the rural 
areas.  The DEIR further discusses that the California Building Code (CBC) defines 
different Seismic Design Categories based on building occupancy type and the 
severity of the probable earthquake ground motion at the site.  The Seismic Design 
Categories in San Diego County are based on all regional faults, including the San 
Andreas Fault. 

 
G5-105 This comment appears to contain some typos. It is believed that the first sentence 

should read, "The DEIR acknowledges the significance of the Project's impacts on 
the fire districts' ability to provide emergency fire service…". The County does not 
agree with the comment overall. DEIR Section 2.13.3.1 analyzed the significance of 
physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times or other performance objectives for fire protection.  Mitigation measures 
provided in DEIR Section 2.13.6.1 would mitigate the potential physical impacts to 
below a level of significance.  However, the focus of the comment appears to be on 
determining the feasibility of the Draft Land Use Map. This is a decision that will be 
made by the Board of Supervisors. 

 
G5-106 Travel time is the County's adopted and proposed standard for evaluating fire 

response. The County disagrees with the suggestion that travel time is an 
inappropriate standard and there is no requirement in CEQA that a different standard 
be used. CEQA also does not require that the other listed factors "critical to service 
adequacy" be addressed. With regard to fire service, CEQA Guidelines focus the 
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analysis to new or altered facilities that are necessary in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for fire protection. 
Note that the DEIR also addresses exposure to wildand fires in Section 2.7.3.8 Issue 
8: Wildland Fires. 

 
 Although “Response Time” may be a more accurate measurement there are 

currently no documented or published standards for response time.  Furthermore, 
there is no agreement in the fire community on what the appropriate response time 
should be; suggested response times fluctuate not only between districts, but also 
between fire stations.  Travel Time requirements have been in place for a number of 
years and there are national standards available to estimate the time (NFPA 1142 
Table C.1.11(b)).  Until standards are developed and agreed upon by the fire 
community, the County must continue to rely on the travel time measurement.  The 
text below has been added to draft Safety Element Policy S-6.4 to better explain the 
rationale for using travel time over response time. 

 
 “Travel time is based on standards published by the National Fire Protection 

Association.  Travel time does not represent total response time, which is calculated 
by adding the travel time to the call processing time and to the turnout/reflex time.  
Generally, the call processing and turnout/reflex time would add between two to 
three minutes to the travel time.  It is not known if any county has formally adopted 
NFPA 1710 and/or 1720 as a standard.  Total Response Time (NFPA 1710/1720) is 
calculated as time the Public Safety Answering Point (PSAP) receives the 
emergency call, transfers it to fire communications, the alarm is processed and 
transmitted to responders, responders “turnout”, plus travel time to the scene to 
initiate action.  The use of response time for determining adequate service is 
problematic in the unincorporated County because it is subjective and varies from 
department to department, station to station and work shift to work shift.  Reflex time 
(the amount of time from when the call is received by the station to when the engine 
leaves the station) can vary from one to three minutes.  The use of travel time, as 
calculated by using NFPA 1142, allows us to be consistent across the County in 
determining adequate response, regardless of the district.” 

 
G5-107 The comment disagrees with the DEIR determination that a measure is infeasible, 

which will ultimately be determined by the Board of Supervisors. No errors or 
omissions are suggested so further response is not required.  

 
G5-108 The County does not agree with this comment. Any change in density would require 

a subsequent general plan amendment. It is extremely speculative to predict the 
outcome of future general plan amendments and therefore beyond the scope of 
CEQA.  

 
G5-109 The County does not agree with this comment. While the pending project may be 

evaluated according to the "old rules" (the existing general plan), any future project 
or general plan amendment would be evaluated under the General Plan Update.  

 
G5-110 As indicated in responses to comments G5-108 and G5-109, the County does not 

agree that this analysis is necessary.  
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G5-111 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 
is required. It should be noted that Government Code 65583(a)(3) states that the 
housing element must contain  “An inventory of land suitable for residential 
development, including vacant sites and sites having potential for redevelopment, 
and an analysis of the relationship of zoning and public facilities and services to 
these sites.” State law does not require that this inventory identify all sites necessary 
to satisfy the jurisdiction’s regional housing needs allocation. In the event that the 
inventory does not include adequate sites, Government Code 65583(c)(1) outlines 
what a jurisdiction must do to comply with State law such as identifying programs to 
make the sites available.  

 
G5-112 This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for which a response 

is required.  
 
G5-113 Please refer to the preceding responses relating to these issues. 
 
G5-114 These are attachments referenced in the comment letter and do not require a 

response. 
 
G5-115 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 

issue for which a response is required. 
 
G5-116 The County disagrees that community plans are "outmoded" and are used at the 

expense of more progressive planning features.  Community plans contain goals and 
policies that will guide implementation of General Plan goals and policies in order to 
respond to community-specific issues. Providing for this tailored application of the 
General Plan policies does not, in itself, result in rural residential sprawl.  Rather, it is 
an approach to reasonably consider the extent of the County's jurisdictions and the 
diversity of the communities it contains. 

 
G5-117 The County appreciates this comment.  Pursuant to this comment, Policy LU-6.3, 

Conservation-Oriented Project Design, has been added to draft General Plan 
Chapter 1 Introduction as a policy that will reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  

 
G5-118 The County appreciates the comment.  Per the recommendation, the fourth sentence 

of the "What We Plan To Be" section of the General Plan Update Vision (Chapter 2 
Vision and Guiding Principles) has been changed to replace "remain" with "grow in 
compact land development patterns".  

 
G5-119 The County appreciates the comment, but does not agree that the use of "continue 

to" is inappropriate in this situation.  The draft General Plan Vision is written in future 
tense; therefore, the vision would be to continue the practices of the General Plan 
Update, rather than existing conditions 

 
G5-120 The County has corrected the typo in the Vision and Guiding Principles section 

pursuant to this comment. 
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G5-121 The County disagrees that the Community Development Model graphic under 
Guiding Principle 2 and the text of the second graphic are intended to show "good 
planning".  These graphics and accompanying text are intended to represent a 
reasonable, realistic, and achievable pattern of development for unincorporated San 
Diego County. 

 
G5-122 The County acknowledges this comment regarding of the language regarding the 

relationship of parcel sizes to resource protection and appreciates the support. 
 
G5-123 The County concurs and has made the recommended edit to Table LU-2. 
 
G5-124 The County appreciates this comment, but does not agree that changes within 

Regional Categories should require a comprehensive General Plan Amendment.  
Limiting the flexibility of the Board of Supervisors, beyond the policies proposed in 
the Draft General Plan, is not consistent with seeking consensus among the various 
stakeholders.  In addition, the County does not concur with substantive changes to 
the Land Use Element goals and policies this late in the planning process.  These 
goals and policies were vetted with the General Plan Update Steering Committee 
and any changes to the content would not be consistent with the consensus that 
came out of this advisory group.  Therefore, no changes have been made to draft 
General Plan Goal LU-1 Primacy of the Land Use Element and LU-1.2 Regional 
Categories Map Amendments as a result of this comment. 

 
G5-125 The County disagrees that a County-initiated comprehensive General Plan update is 

necessary for the expansion of a village given the other criteria that must be met for 
such an amendment.  In addition, as discussed in response to comment G5-124 
above, the goals and policies in the draft Land Use Element were vetted with the 
General Plan Update Steering Committee and any changes to the content would not 
be consistent with the consensus which came out of this advisory group.  

 
G5-126 The County disagrees that including "support...when appropriate" would allow the 

Conservation Subdivision to be trumped by Community Plans. However, the County 
recognizes that Conservation Subdivisions are not always the appropriate form of 
development, especially when not needed to protect sensitive resources.  See also 
response to comment G5-124 concerning changes to Land Use Element policies. 

 
G5-127 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to response to comment 

G5-124 concerning changes to Land Use Element policies. 
 
G5-128 Land Use Element Policy LU-6.10, Protection from Wildfires and Unmitigable 

Hazards, has been amended with the addition of “extreme” to make it more 
consistent with the Safety Element terms for fire threat areas, as recommended. 

 
G5-129 The County appreciates the comment, but disagrees that draft General Plan Policy 

LU-7.2, Parcel Size Reductions as Incentive for Agriculture, should be revised.  The 
intent of this policy is to allow lot size reductions in areas where agriculture is 
currently in existence and has also been in existence for a number of years.  
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Therefore, the addition of "or" between "existing" and historically" would not be 
consistent with this intent.  

 
G5-130 The County agrees with removing "except in the Borrego Valley" from the draft 

policy.  It should also be noted that draft Policy LU-8.3 has been further revised as 
follows: 
 
“LU-8.3 Groundwater-Dependent Habitat. Prohibit Discourage development that 
would significantly draw down the groundwater table to the detriment of groundwater-
dependent habitat, except in the Borrego Valley.” 

 
The rationale for this change is that almost all habitat in the County is dependant on 
groundwater, and the policy as previously written was too restrictive. 

 
G5-131 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to responses to 

comments G5-116 and G5-124 above concerning community plans and changes to 
Land Use Element policies. 

 
G5-132 The County appreciates the comments and has changed draft General Plan Policy 

LU-9.3, Village and Community Core Guidelines and Regulations, by replacing 
"respects and enhances" with "be compatible with" to reflect the language initially 
supported by the Steering Committee. 

 
G5-133 The County acknowledges this comment and appreciates the support.  
 
G5-134 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please refer to response to comment 

G5-124 concerning changes to Land Use Element policies. 
 
G5-135 The County acknowledges this comment and appreciates the support.  The typo in 

Policy M-4.5, Context Sensitive Road Design, has been corrected. 
 
G5-136 The County acknowledges this comment and appreciates the support. 
 
G5-137 The County disagrees that the Multiple Species Conservation Program (MCSP) 

should be incorporated into draft General Plan Policy COS-1.1, Coordinated 
Preserve System.  The General Plan provides overarching policies, some of which 
are implemented by the MSCP.  Yet, as a Habitat Conservation Plan, the MSCP 
remains a separate program.   

 
G5-138 The County disagrees that the additional text recommended for draft General Plan 

Policy COS-14.1, Land Use Development Form, is necessary since the policy 
already addresses using compact development patterns. 

 
G5-139 The County appreciates and agrees with this comment.  The typo identified by the 

commenter has been corrected. 
 
G5-140 The County appreciates and agrees with this comment.  The typo identified by the 

commenter has been corrected. 
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G5-141 The County has revised draft General Plan Policy H-1.3, Housing Near Public 
Services, by replacing "encourage the development of" with "maximize", as 
recommended. 

 
 The County disagrees with the proposed revisions to Policy H-1.2, Development 

Intensity Relative to Permitted Density, because the intent is to allow for developers 
to determine the most appropriate way to develop their site.  In addition, the County 
is trying to avoid mandating development intensity where it may not be feasible 

 
G5-142 The County disagrees with the proposed changes to draft General Plan Policy H-1.8 

Variety of Lot Sizes in Large-Scale Residential Developments.  The proposed 
revisions change the intent of the policy from "large-scale" to "rural residential" 
projects where a variety of lot sizes may not always be appropriate. 

 
G5-143 The County acknowledges the support for draft General Plan Policy H-5.4, Flexibility 

in Regulations. 
 
G5-144 The County appreciates the support for the textual revisions to the Fire Hazards 

Context section. 
 
 The County does not agree with the recommendation to use response time rather 

than travel time.  There are currently no documented or published standards for 
response time.  In addition, there is no agreement in the fire community on what 
appropriate response times should be.  Suggested response times fluctuate not only 
among districts but also among fire stations.  Travel time requirements have been in 
place for a number of years and there are national standards available to estimate 
the time (NFPA 1142 Table C.1.11(b)).  Until alternative standards are developed 
and agreed upon by the fire community, the County must continue use travel time 
measurements.  Text was added to Policy S-6.4 in response to comments on 
previous drafts of the Safety Element that acknowledge that reflex time is not 
included.  Please also refer to response to comment G5-106 above. 

 
G5-145 The County appreciates and agrees with this comment.  The typo identified by the 

commenter has been corrected. 
 
G5-146 The County appreciates the comment, but contends that it is unnecessary to add a 

policy that specifically addresses avoiding development in "high fire hazard zones" 
as this issue was addressed globally in draft General Plan Policy, S-1.1 Minimize 
Exposure to Hazards. Please also refer to response to comment G5-79 above. 

 
G5-147 The County appreciates the support for revisions made to Policies S-3.5 Access 

Roads; S-3.7 Fire Resistant Construction; S-4.1 Fuel Management Programs; and 
S-4.2 Coordination to Minimize Fuel Management Impacts. 

 
G5-148 The County does not agree with this comment.  Please see responses to comments 

G5-106 and G5-144 above regarding travel time and response time.  In addition, 
issues regarding adequate services should be directed to the Fire Authority Having 
Jurisdiction (FAHJ) for a given area. 
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G5-149 The County disagrees that draft General Plan Policy S-6.5, Concurrency of Fire 
Protection Services, is internally inconsistent.  While the intent of this policy is to 
allow incremental growth unless sufficient development is available to fund a new 
facility, the incremental growth would still be required to meet the travel time 
requirements of Policy S-6.4, Adequate Fire and Medical Services. 

 
G5-150 The County acknowledges this comment and appreciates the support. 
 
G5-151 The County acknowledges the concerns raised that off-highway vehicles are not 

specifically addressed as a policy in the draft General Plan; however, off-highway 
vehicles are addressed in many draft community plans.  In addition, Policy N-6.1, 
Noise Regulations, requires codes and ordinances that regulate impacts from 
disruptive noise sources, such as off-highway vehicles.  In November 2008, the 
County Noise Ordinance was revised to specifically address issues concerning off-
highway vehicles. 

 
G5-152 The County acknowledges the commenter's support for the Environmentally Superior 

Map alternative in regards to replacing the existing Specific Plan Area designation in 
Warner Springs outside the approved Warner Springs Specific Plan boundary with a 
land use designation consistent with surrounding properties.  The County Board of 
Supervisors has the approval authority to determine which alternative to implement.  
The information in this comment will be in the final documents for review and 
consideration by the Board.   

 
G5-153 The County acknowledges the commenter's support for the Environmentally Superior 

Map alternative in regards to replacing the existing Specific Plan Area designation in 
Jacumba with a land use designation consistent with surrounding properties. The 
County Board of Supervisors has the approval authority to determine which 
alternative to implement.  The information in this comment will be in the final 
documents for review and consideration by the Board.   

 
G5-154 The County acknowledges the commenter's support for the Environmentally Superior 

Map alternative to reduce intensities in Elfin Forest to correspond to physical and 
biological constraints.  The County Board of Supervisors has the approval authority 
to determine which alternative to implement.  The information in this comment will be 
in the final documents for review and consideration by the Board.   

 
G5-155 While the County does not agree that the community plans will hinder the 

effectiveness of the CSP, the County continues to make refinements to these draft 
plans and appreciates the recommendations in this comment and the 
comments/tables that follow it. 

 
G5-156 The County appreciates the detailed review and recommendations presented in this 

comment.  It should be noted that County staff also met with the Endangered 
Habitats League since receipt of this comment to consider and thoroughly discuss 
these issues.  The community plans that have been identified by the commenter as 
having issues regarding minimum lot sizes will require additional coordination with 
the corresponding community planning and sponsor groups.  The County continues 
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to work with the applicable communities to assign appropriate minimum lot sizes that 
will not only protect the community character of the individual communities but will 
also balance and minimize impacts to the surrounding environment.  Revisions to 
draft community and subregional plans will be made available for review by the 
public prior to approval hearings on the project. 

 
G5-157 The County appreciates the comments regarding the Planning Group recommended 

lot size restrictions.  The County will further coordinate with the community planning 
and sponsor groups to assign appropriate minimum lot sizes that will not only protect 
the community character of the individual communities but will also balance and 
minimize impacts to the surrounding environment.  Revisions to draft community and 
subregional plans will be made available for review by the public prior to approval 
hearings on the project. 

 
G5-158 The County concurs with the comments regarding the Boulevard Community Plan 

and proposes to revise the lot size restrictions. Disagreements between the County 
and the Boulevard Planning Group still exist regarding minimum lot sizes.  As such, 
additional coordination is required in order to assign appropriate minimum lot sizes. 
Revisions to the Boulevard chapter of the draft Mountain Empire Subregional Plan 
will be made available prior to approval hearings. 

 
G5-159 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that the policies in the 

community plans perpetuate existing land use patterns.  See also responses to 
comments G3-29, G3-32, G5-75, G5-76, and G5-77.  With regard to the cited Julian 
Community Plan text, the County finds that the stated characteristics would be 
appropriate for agriculturally-zoned lands. 

 
G5-160 With regard to the cited Rainbow Community Plan text, the County agrees that some 

of the specific policy language may be too stringent.  As such, Policy LU2.2.4 was 
removed entirely and the following changes were made to Policy LU1.1.4 in the 
Ramona Community Plan:  

 
Policy LU1.1.4  Maintain the existing rural lifestyle by continuing the existing 
pattern of residential ensuring that new development is consistent with the rural 
community character and agricultural uses located within the Rainbow CPA. 
 

G5-161 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that the policies in the 
community plans perpetuate existing land use patterns.  See also responses to 
comments G3-29, G3-32, G5-75, G5-76, and G5-77. 

 
G5-162 The County does not agree with this comment.  The draft Bonsall Community Plan 

supports conservation subdivisions within its policies. 
 
G5-163 The County does not agree with this comment.  The commenter does not state which 

policies within the draft San Dieguito Community Plan are restrictive; therefore, no 
further response is provided. 
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G5-164 The County concurs that changes to the draft Ramona Community Plan are needed 
to further support the CSP. As such, additional coordination with the planning group 
is required. Revisions to the Ramona Community Plan will be made available prior to 
approval hearings 

 
G5-165 The County does not agree that the draft North Mountain Subregional Plan prohibits 

conservation subdivisions.  However, the County agrees that additional revisions 
may be needed during the comprehensive update of this plan. 

 
G5-166 Disagreements between the County and the Potrero Planning Group still exist 

regarding conservation subdivisions and parcel sizes.  As such, additional 
coordination is required. Revisions to the Potrero chapter of the draft Mountain 
Empire Subregional Plan will be made available prior to approval hearings. 

 
G5-167 Disagreements between the County and the Boulevard Planning Group still exist 

regarding minimum lot sizes.  As such, additional coordination is required. Revisions 
to the Boulevard chapter of the draft Mountain Empire Subregional Plan will be made 
available prior to approval hearings. 

 
G5-168 The County does not agree that the draft Jamul/Dulzura Subregional Plan renders 

the CSP as ineffective.  However, the County agrees that additional revisions may be 
needed during the comprehensive update of this plan. 

 
G5-169 The County does not agree that the draft Central Mountain Subregional Plan virtually 

prohibits conservation subdivisions.  However, the County agrees that additional 
revisions may be needed during the comprehensive update of this plan. 

 
G5-170 The County does not agree that the draft Alpine Community Plan renders the CSP 

as ineffective.  However, the County agrees that additional revisions may be needed 
during the comprehensive update of this plan. 

 
G5-171 The County appreciates the concerns regarding lot configuration and lot size.  The 

County will further coordinate with the community planning and sponsor groups 
regarding these issues.  See also response to comment G5-156.  While lot depth 
and width requirements are still part of the Subdivision Ordinance, such provisions 
may be waived if they don’t meet the goals of the CSP pursuant to the proposed 
changes in Section 81.306 of the ordinance.  The County acknowledges that 
topography and septic requirements can affect subdivision design.  In addition, the 
specific needs for open space management will be determined based on the 
resources being preserved and not as a general rule for all conservation 
subdivisions.  

 
G5-172 The County acknowledges the opinion expressed in this comment.  The current draft 

of the CSP represents the result of an attempt to build a broad consensus that 
addresses the issues of all stakeholders.   
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G5-173 The County does not disagree with the interpretation of the CSP as presented in this 
comment. It should be noted that Rural Subdivision Design and Processing 
Guidelines are still applicable to any conservation subdivision.   

 
G5-174 The County does not agree that this requirement is necessary to implement the CSP.  

However, this recommendation will be included in the final documents for review and 
consideration by the Board.   

 
G5-175 The County does not agree with the proposed revisions to the draft CSP and Zoning 

Ordinance.  However, this recommendation will be included in the final documents 
for review and consideration by the Board. 

 
G5-176 The County does not agree that this language change is necessary.  However, this 

recommendation will be included in the final documents for review and consideration 
by the Board. 

 
G5-177 The County does not agree that this language change is necessary.  However, this 

recommendation will be included in the final documents for review and consideration 
by the Board. 

 
G5-178 The County does not agree with the proposed revisions to the draft CSP and 

Subdivision Ordinance.  However, this recommendation will be included in the final 
documents for review and consideration by the Board. 

 
G5-179 The County appreciates the support for the draft Rural Subdivision Design and 

Processing Guidelines. 
 
G5-180 The County acknowledges the opinion expressed in this comment.  This concern will 

be included in the final documents for review and consideration by the Board. 
 
G5-181 The County acknowledges the opinion expressed in this comment.  This comment 

will be included in the final documents for review and consideration by the Board. 
 
G5-182 The County appreciates this comment but does not agree that the community plans 

will undermine the CSP.  See also responses to comments G3-29, G3-32, G5-75, 
G5-76, and G5-77 above. 

 
G5-183 The County disagrees that references to lot sizes and references to community 

character should be removed from community plans.  See also responses to 
comments G3-29, G3-32, G5-75, G5-76, and G5-77 above.  

 
G5-184 The County acknowledges these concerns regarding community plans and the CSP 

and is committed to further coordination with the Endangered Habitats League to 
address their concerns. 
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G6-1 This comment provides an introduction to the General Plan Update DEIR comments 
that are addressed in responses to comments G6-2 through G6-11. 

 
G6-2 The County appreciates this updated information on the Metropolitan Water District's 

Interim Agricultural Water Program.  This information has been added to Section 
2.2.1.5 of the DEIR under the subheading "Water" as recommended by the 
comment.  This information does not necessitate changes in the impact analyses or 
the determinations of significance within the DEIR. 

 
G6-3 This comment suggests that the quality of imported water is declining, which affects 

agricultural production.  While the County does not refute these statements, the 
comment does not provide a source from which the County can draw relevant 
information on the subject to include in the DEIR.  Moreover, the DEIR is not 
required to address potential water quality issues associated with imported water.  
Therefore, no further response is provided. 

 
G6-4 The County appreciates this clarification.   DEIR Section 2.2.2.3 has been revised as 

follows: 
 
 "County of San Diego Code of Regulatory Ordinances Sections 63.401 and through 

63.402407, Agricultural Enterprises and Consumer Information Ordinance"  
 
G6-5 DEIR Section 2.2 Agricultural Resources has been changed throughout replacing 

"confined animal factory" with "confined animal feeding operation", as recommended. 
 
G6-6 This comment appears to suggest that projects using Conservation Subdivision 

Program (CSP) strategies be provided assurances of approval. The County does not 
agree with this suggestion as it would undermine the discretionary authority that it 
maintains on individual projects. There are a variety of known and unknown variables 
that require unique consideration on every individual project and therefore such 
assurances are not appropriate.  The County also does not agree that these 
assurances are necessary in order to encourage property owners to utilize the CSP. 
The proposed revisions to the Subdivision Ordinance included as part of the CSP will 
provide that encouragement, as will a property owner's desire to maximize 
development yield and/or preserve a viable agricultural operation.  The CSP is 
proposed as a component of the project and would need to be approved by the 
Board of Supervisors in order to be a valid mitigation measure.  Implementation of 
this program will be assured within the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

 
G6-7 This comment suggests that an equity mechanism is necessary in the overall 

strategy to protect farmland. The County does not agree with this comment, but 
notes that an equity component is being considered as part of the Purchase of 
Agricultural Conservation Easements (PACE) program, which is currently under 
development.  In addition, the County disagrees that the equity mechanism tool 
should be further addressed in the DEIR.  These responses to comments are part of 
the DEIR; therefore, any discussion of equity mechanisms in the responses is 
included in the DEIR.  The County also does not agree with the suggestion that the 
absence of an equity mechanism requires an analysis of fiscal impacts to local 
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owners of farmland. Fiscal impacts do not require analysis under CEQA.  See also 
response to comment O4-3. 

 
G6-8 The County does not concur that DEIR mitigation measure Agr-1.5 should be 

changed to state that "incompatible uses should not be permitted in proximity to 
farming operations".  The County does not prohibit uses in communities, rather 
identifies what allowed uses are, and if necessary puts parameters on those uses so 
they won’t negatively impact existing land uses, such as agricultural operations.   
Within the proposed General Plan Update, compatibility of uses with agricultural 
operations is addressed under Conservation and Open Space policies COS-6.2 and 
COS-6.3. These policies are aimed at protecting existing agricultural operations from 
encroachment of incompatible uses.  Mitigation Measure Agr-1.5 would facilitate 
implementation of policies COS-6.2 and COS-6.3 by providing community-specific 
detail within the community plans about particularly important agricultural areas and 
the types of uses that are considered compatible or incompatible given the specific 
agricultural operations for the area.  

 
G6-9 Pursuant to this comment, Policy COS-6.2 has been amended with the addition of 

"discourage" at the beginning of the last sentence:  "Discourage development that is 
potentially incompatible with intensive agricultural uses..." 
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G7-1 This comment provides an introduction to the General Plan Update comments that 
are addressed in responses to comments G7-2 through G7-11. 

 
G7-2 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan and does not 

address the adequacy of the DEIR. The County acknowledges the requirement that 
General Plans be internally consistent and that land use and development actions be 
consistent with the General Plan.  The County acknowledges that the use of the 
more mandatory language "shall" over the permissive language "should" raises the 
potential to produce inconsistent provisions within different parts of the plan.  For 
example, a mandatory policy in the Housing Element would still be subject to 
mandatory policies in the Conservation and Open Space Element.     

 
 The County has avoided the use of "should" because it desires a General Plan that 

is clear on its intent and avoids debate during application. This approach has also 
been supported by a number of stakeholders and commenters on the General Plan 
Update who have indicated that they desire clear and firm commitments to certain 
policies and actions.  

 
 The County appreciates the commenter's concern for future conflicts due to 

unforeseeable circumstances. To respond to such circumstances, the County's 
preference would be to address such a conflict at the time it is identified. State law 
allows for General Plan Amendments and the County intends to implement a 
process to facilitate "maintenance" amendments that are necessary to "clean up" or 
address such problems as they arise. Draft Implementation Plan measure 1.2.1.A, 
General Plan Review, has been amended with the following sentence to clarify this 
intent:  
 
„Initiate “maintenance” amendments to the General Plan, as necessary, to resolve 
problems as they arise during implementation of the General Plan.‟ 

 
 Therefore, the County does not agree with the use of "should" wherever 

circumstances or conditions may be subject to change. This approach would result in 
a General Plan that is less clear and whose implementation is open to greater 
debate. 

 
G7-3 This comment pertains to draft General Plan Policy LU-14.4, Sewer Facilities, and 

does not address the adequacy of the EIR.  The draft policy has been revised as 
follows: 
 
LU-14.4 Sewer Facilities. Prohibit sewer facilities that would induce unplanned 

growth. Require sewer systems to be planned, developed, and sized to 
serve the land use pattern and densities depicted on the Land Use Map. 
Sewer systems and services shall not be extended beyond either Village 
boundaries (or extant Urban Limit Lines), whichever is more restrictive, 
except: 

 
 wWhen necessary for public health, safety, or welfare. 
 When within existing sewer district boundaries; or 
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 Where specifically allowed in the Community Plan. 
 

G7-4 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan and does not 
address the adequacy of the EIR.  The comment expresses concern that the Land 
Use Map does not clearly distinguish between Village Residential 2 (VR-2) and 
Semi-Rural 0.5 (SR-0.5) and that this could cause confusion when determining if the 
property has the opportunity for sewer service.  The County does not agree that the 
VR-2 and SR-0.5 are not clearly distinguished on the Land Use Map as these 
designations are shown as different colors.  Also, Village boundaries will be clearly 
shown in community plans to provide further clarification of the limits of sewer 
expansion. 

 
G7-5 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan and does not 

address the adequacy of the EIR.  Please refer to response to comment G7-3 
regarding changes made to Policy LU-14.4.  

 
G7-6 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan and does not 

address the adequacy of the EIR.  Please refer to response to comment G7-3 
regarding changes made to Policy LU-14.4. 

 
G7-7 This comment focuses on the wording of the draft General Plan and does not 

address the adequacy of the EIR.  Policy LU-14.4 has been revised as discussed in 
response to comment G7-3 above.   

 
G7-8 The County does not concur that the Conservation Subdivision Program (CSP) 

raises undue concerns on property owners by requiring 75 to 95 percent of sensitive 
environmental resources to be avoided when subdividing in densities ranging from 
Semi-Rural 10 (SR-10) to Rural Lands 160 (RL-160).  The intent is to facilitate 
subdivisions at these densities while minimizing the impact to sensitive 
environmental resources.  As a worst-case scenario, assuming that an entire parcel 
designated SR-10 is constrained by sensitive environmental resources; the property 
could still be subdivided with lots sized at approximately 2.5 acres each.  

 
 The County acknowledges that, when subdividing the property, there is no 

development allowed by-right.  The County further acknowledges the 
recommendation that more flexibility be provided in the CSP for property owners 
when subdividing in the SR-10 and Rural Lands designations.  This comment will be 
included in the final documents for review and consideration by the Board. 

 
G7-9 The County concurs with the summary CEQA requirements provided in this 

comment.   This information is not at variance with the existing content of the DEIR. 
 
G7-10 The County acknowledges the commenter's support for the County's efforts to 

provide sufficient development capacity. 
 
G7-11 The County acknowledges that the commenter is requesting a reply that addresses 

the concerns addressed in the letter. 
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G8-1 The County does not agree that the DEIR is inadequate for the purposes of CEQA 
due to lack of analysis of economic effects resulting from reduction of density when 
compared to the existing General Plan.  Social and economic effects under CEQA 
need not be considered in an EIR.  See CEQA Guidelines section 15064(e).  See 
also responses to comments I2-1 through I2-4. 

 
G8-2 The County acknowledges that additional comments on the General Plan Update 

were provided in a separate document.  The County does not agree that there is any 
need for an economic analysis in the DEIR (see response to comment G8-1 above). 

 
G8-3 This comment provides an introduction to the comments that are addressed in 

responses G8-4 through G8-10.  It does not raise a significant environmental issue 
for which a response is required.  

 
G8-4 This comment summarizes some of the primary General Plan Update planning 

objectives, but does not provide a substantive comment for which a response is 
required. 

 
G8-5 The comment suggests that the project will cause Rural Villages east of the County 

Water Authority boundary to be unsustainable and become “a vast no man’s land.”  
The County does not agree with this comment and has found that sufficient growth is 
being accommodated by the General Plan Update in Rural Village areas.  In fact, 
backcountry communities will still have the potential for growth increases of 50 to 
100 percent under the General Plan Update.  The commenter provides no evidence 
or reasoning to support the claims in the comment, therefore, further response 
cannot be provided. 

 
G8-6 The County does not agree with this comment.  The proposed General Plan 

accounts for all of the land uses in the backcountry, including federal and tribal uses.  
The General Plan Update proposes approximately 3,500 homes in the Mountain 
Empire Subregion alone, which is substantially more than the employment base 
seeking homes in the area.   

 
G8-7 This states a personal opinion by the commenter concerning the likelihood of the 

General Plan Update being challenged in the courts; therefore, a response is not 
required.   

 
G8-8 The County acknowledges the equity mechanism proposed by the commenter for the 

General Plan Update; however, does not agree that it is feasible to implement.  
While the proposed equity mechanism would allow units in the backcountry 
downzoned by the General Plan Update to be placed into a “Development Bank, the 
County does not agree that sufficient receiver sites are available.  First, many of the 
Rural Villages that would act as receiver sites do not have significant infrastructure 
capacity to warrant expansion, especially on the magnitude that could be allowed 
under the proposed equity mechanism.  These villages include areas like Pine Valley 
or Julian, which are historically developed and would not support extensive 
expansion.  Second, these units would be over and above what was studied in the 
DEIR for the General Plan Update, and any such transfer would require a general 
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plan amendment to be implemented, which is a significant requirement for any 
development project.  

 
G8-9 The County appreciates the suggestions for monitoring the progress for 

implementing the General Plan Update, after adoption.  The County will consider 
these recommendations when developing draft Implementation Measure 1.2.1.A 
General Plan Review.  This measure outlines the annual progress reviews and 
preparation of an annual status report on the implementation of the General Plan. 

 
G8-10 This comment provides concluding remarks for which a response is not required. 
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G9-1 This comment is introductory in nature and does not raise a significant environmental 
issue for which a response is required.   

G9-2 This comment asks for the County’s estimate for transit needs to proposed Village 
centers and areas proposed for high-density development.   The planned Village 
Centers are intended to enhance opportunities for increased transit services by 
centralizing transit demands to more focused locations which ultimately can be more 
easily and efficiently served by transit. Assumed transit facilities needs within the 
unincorporated County areas are consistent with those identified in the SANDAG 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), including the following: 

 
 Investment in key travel corridors to bring existing bus services up to a service 

goal of 15 minutes or better all-day service frequencies 

 Expanded Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes to facilitate longer distance trip 

making  

 Expanded shuttle bus services to provide intra community circulation 

 Enhanced transit priority measures to make transit more competitive with the 

automobile 

 Expanded senior and human service transportation 

  
 Mitigation measure Tra-6.5 in Section 2.15.6.6, Issue 6: Alternative Transportation, 

addresses the needs identified by SANDAG.  Mitigation measure Tra-6.5 requires 
coordination with SANDAG, Caltrans, and transit agencies to expand the mass 
transit opportunities in the unincorporated county and to review the location and 
design of transit stops.  The measure also requires the County to establish a DPLU 
transit coordinator to ensure land use issues are being addressed. 

 
G9-3 DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, 

under the heading Methodology of Traffic and Circulation Assessment describes two 
sets of roadway segment level of service (LOS) standards and significance 
thresholds that were utilized for the unincorporated roadway analysis. The existing 
County of San Diego LOS standards and thresholds (see DEIR Table 2.15-3, County 
of San Diego Current Roadway Segment Daily Capacity and LOS Standards) were 
used to evaluate existing conditions while the proposed General Plan Update 
Mobility Element LOS standards and thresholds (see DEIR Table 2.15-19, Proposed 
Roadway Segment Daily Capacity and LOS Standards) were used to evaluate future 
conditions.  In the unincorporated County, LOS D is considered the minimum 
acceptable LOS for County roadway segments per the County of San Diego 
Guidelines for Determining Significance, Transportation and Traffic. Therefore, 
existing roadways that are at LOS E, as shown in DEIR Table 2.15-3, would trigger 
the need for operational improvements. The minimum number of Average Daily Trips 
(ADT) for this LOS level varies depending on the classification of the roadway within 
the existing Circulation Element. Similarly, roadways proposed under the General 
Plan Update that would operate at LOS E as shown in Table 2.15-19, would trigger 
the need for operational improvements. The minimum ADT for LOS E varies 
depending on the classification of the roadway within the proposed Mobility Element.  
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 Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment, also identifies the above described 
standards and thresholds. Current County standards and thresholds are identified in 
Table 2.3, Current Roadway Segment Daily Capacity and Level of Service 
Standards, of Appendix G. Proposed standards and thresholds used for the future 
conditions analysis are identified in Table 2.4, Proposed Roadway Segment Daily 
Capacity and Level of Service Standards, of Appendix G.  The DEIR also establishes 
triggering requirements for new roadway improvements in General Plan Update 
Policy LU-12.2, Maintenance of Adequate Services, and General Plan Update Policy 
M-2.1, Level of Service Criteria.  

 Regarding other transportation services that serve the unincorporated County, 
including buses, trolleys and trains, the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan 
is the regional planning document that determines development strategies for new 
transit systems and manages existing transit systems. The SANDAG 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan contains an integrated set of public policies, strategies, and 
investments to maintain, manage, and improve the transportation system in the 
region.  Rather than a set threshold, the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation 
Plan uses priorities to identify how much transit network can be built, operated and 
maintained viably in the County. The recommendations from past and current 
regional and corridor transportation studies are integral to the identification of 
priorities, which serve as the basis for the transit improvements identified in the 
SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan. Chapter 6 of the SANDAG 2030 
Regional Transportation Plan, Systems Development: More Travel Choices, 
describes the Plan’s priorities for future regional transportation infrastructure and 
service improvements. This chapter also includes sections on transit, highways and 
arterials, intercity and high-speed rail, border improvements, good movement and 
intermodal facilities, aviation, and regional bikeways. As discussed in DEIR Section 
2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, under heading 
Regional Roadway Facilities, the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan was 
based upon the SANDAG Regional Growth Forecast, which accounted for similar 
population growth and distribution as identified in the General Plan Update.  

 It should be noted that the DEIR also includes a number of General Plan Update 
policies and mitigation measures that encourage coordination between public transit 
providers and the County. These policies would assist in ensuring proper transit 
facilities are provided: Policy M-8.1, Transit Services for Transit-Dependent 
Populations; Policy M-8.3, Transit Stops that Facilitate Ridership; and Policy M-8.5, 
Improved Transit Facilities. Additionally, mitigation measure Tra-6.5 requires 
coordination with transit agencies so that mass transit opportunities can be 
expanded and proper transit facilities are provided.  

G9-4 Regarding roadways, assumptions incorporated into the traffic forecast and modeling 
are summarized in DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic 
and LOS Standards, under the heading Methodology of Traffic and Circulation 
Assessment.  The DEIR provides further description of the roadway assumptions 
used in Appendix G, Traffic and Circulation Assessment under Section 2.0, 
Approach and Methodology. See response to comment G4-3 above for additional 
information.   
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 Regarding other transit services, such as buses, trolleys and trains, the proposed 
project would be consistent with the proposed transit ridership and service 
expansions identified in the 2030 SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan, which is 
the regional planning document that determines development strategies for new 
transit systems and manages existing transit systems. The SANDAG 2030 Regional 
Transportation Plan was based upon the SANDAG Regional Growth Forecast, which 
accounted for similar population growth and distribution as identified in the General 
Plan Update. See response to comment G4-3 above for additional information.   

G9-5 Regarding transit ridership and service increases and their impact on roadway VMT 
and ADT, the DEIR assumed full build-out of the proposed project and utilized the 
SANDAG Series 10 traffic model, which incorporated transit assumptions consistent 
with the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan. Therefore, the DEIR assumes 
the proposed project will be consistent with the transit ridership and service 
increases identified in the SANDAG 2030 Regional Transportation Plan. See 
responses to comments G4-3 and G4-4 for a discussion of the transit service 
assumptions used in the DEIR.   

G9-6 The County disagrees with the comment, which refers to two statements presented 
in the DEIR and concludes that they are inconsistent. The first statement is taken 
from Appendix K, Draft 2009 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, under the 
heading D, Conclusions, and is restated below. 

 “County programs that will have the greatest effect in its operations and the 
community at large are those related to reducing vehicle miles traveled.”  

 The second statement is taken from DEIR Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated 
County Traffic and LOS Standards, under the heading Projected Trip Generation, 
and is restated below.  

 “The proposed project would result in a total of 5,237,405 ADT while under the 
existing condition the ADT is 3,142,851. Implementation of the proposed project 
would result in a 66 percent increase in ADT as compared to the existing condition of 
the unincorporated County.” 

 The County disagrees with the conclusion that these two statements are 
inconsistent. As discussed in Section 2.15.1.1., Unincorporated County, under the 
heading of Existing Roadway Network Performance, and restated below, ADT and 
VMT are two separate measures used to evaluate traffic conditions.  

 “VMT refers to the number of vehicle miles that occur daily on the existing roadway 
system, by area or community, while ADT refers to the average daily traffic volume 
that occurs on the existing roadway system, by area or community”.  

 It is possible for ADT to increase and VMT to decrease. Therefore, because VMT 
and ADT are separate measures used to evaluate traffic conditions, the above 
statements are not inconsistent. The General Plan Update includes multiple policies 
to reduce VMT. Specifically, Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic 
and LOS Standards, identifies the following General Plan Update policies related to 
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reducing VMT: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle Trips within Communities; Policy 
LU-10.4, Commercial and Industrial Development; Policy LU-11.8, Permitted 
Secondary Uses; and Policy M-9.2, Transportation Demand Management.  

G9-7 This comment requests evidence that new village development would reduce car 
trips.  New village development would include mixed land uses, as described under 
the Regional Categories and Land Use Designations subheading of Section 1.7.1.1, 
Land Use.  Mixed use land uses have been shown to have the potential to reduce 
both the number and length of automobile trips by providing residences and 
amenities in close proximity and reducing the need for additional, or lengthier, car 
trips.  While the number of trips made by people generated by individual land uses 
may be similar to free-standing sites, the potential for interaction among on-site 
activities can significantly reduce the total number of these trips that would be made 
by vehicle.   The diversity of land uses within close proximity encourages visitors to 
make trips within the site by foot, even if they arrive to the area by car.  Therefore, 
car trips would be reduced. 

 
 The anticipated reduction in vehicle trips is evidenced in the set of smart growth 

design guidelines recently released by SANDAG, titled Designing for Smart Growth, 
Creating Great Places in the San Diego Region (June 2009).  The guidelines 
propose parking policies and design guidelines which are cognitive of the reduced 
vehicle trip demands associated with smart growth developments, such as the 
proposed village centers.  Additionally, substantial state and national research has 
been conducted or is underway by Caltrans, the Institute of Transportation Engineers 
(ITE), the Urban Land Institute (ULI), and the Transportation Research Board (TRB), 
all of which support the concept of reduced vehicular demands associated with 
mixed use developments. 

 
G9-8 The County disagrees with the statement that increasing lane miles, ADT or VMT is 

counter to all scenarios for compliance with AB 32. The AB 32 regulation does not 
restrict or mention, ADT, VMT or lane miles.  Additionally, the December 2008 
Climate Change Scoping Plan, pursuant to AB 32, recommends 18 multiple emission 
reduction measures that provide scenarios for achieving AB 32 goals. Of the 18 
strategies listed, only one measure, Regional Transportation-Related Greenhouse 
Gas Targets, discusses VMT, ADT or lane miles. Therefore, the commenter is 
incorrect in stating that all scenarios for achieving AB 32 require a reduction in VMT, 
ADT or lane miles.  

 The DEIR identifies multiple General Plan Update policies related to reducing VMT, 
including: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle Trips within Communities; Policy LU-
10.4, Commercial and Industrial Development; Policy LU-11.8, Permitted Secondary 
Uses and Policy M-5.1, Regional Coordination. This DEIR section also identifies 
mitigation measure Tra-1.1, which encourages the increase in different modes of 
travel. DEIR Section 2.15.6.6., Issue 6: Alternative Transportation, includes the 
following policies related to reducing VMT: Policy M-8.6, Park and Ride Facilities; 
Policy LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-9.8, Village Connectivity and 
Compatibility with Adjoining Areas; Policy LU-11.6, Office Development; Policy M-
8.2, Transit Service to Key Community Facilities and Services; Policy M-8.3, Transit 
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Stops that Facilitate Ridership; and Policy M-9.2, Transportation Demand 
Management. This DEIR section also includes the following mitigation measures that 
encourage the use of alternative transportation with the intention of reducing VMT: 
Tra-6.1, Tra-6.3, Tra-6.4, and Tra-6.5. DEIR Section 2.15.6.1, Issue 1: 
Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS Standards, and DEIR Section 2.15.6.2: 
Issue 2: Adjacent Cities Traffic and LOS Standards, also include a discussion of 
additional mitigation measures related to reducing VMT that were considered but 
determined to be infeasible.  

G9-9 The County disagrees with the commenter’s suggestion that the DEIR provides a 
“plan to plan” comparison, which would compare the existing County General Plan to 
the proposed project.  The DEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.2, Consideration and Discussion of Significant 
Environmental Impacts, which requires the following: 

 “In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead agency 
should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in 
the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published. 
Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be 
clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and 
long-term effects. The discussion should include relevant specifics of the area, the 
resources involved, physical changes, alterations to ecological systems, and 
changes induced in population distribution, population concentration, the human use 
of the land (including commercial and residential development) health and safety 
problems caused by the physical changes, and other aspects of the resource base 
such as water, historical resources, scenic quality, and public services.” 

 Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, the DEIR analyzes the proposed project’s 
impact on environmental conditions that existed at the time the Notice of Preparation 
was circulated for public review (April 2008). This is considered a “plan to ground” 
impact analysis, rather than a “plan to plan” analysis that was suggested by the 
commenter. Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives, provides the only “plan to plan” 
analysis in the DEIR, because it compares the impacts of the No Project Alternative 
(existing County General Plan) to the proposed project (General Plan Update).   

G9-10 The County does not agree with this comment concerning the likelihood of new units 
being constructed under the proposed General Plan Update as compared the 
existing County General Plan because it is speculative and provides no supporting 
evidence. Further, this comment does not raise a significant environmental issue for 
which a response is required.   

G9-11 The County disagrees that the DEIR provides a “plan to plan” analysis, except in 
Chapter 4.0, Project Alternatives, which compares the impacts of the No Project 
Alternative (existing County General Plan) to the proposed project (General Plan 
Update).  The County agrees with the portion of this comment regarding the need for 
a plan to ground analysis. As discussed in response to comment G9-9, the DEIR 
prepared a plan to ground analysis in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2. Significant impacts were identified in various DEIR sections, including 
Section 2.15.3.1, Issue 1: Unincorporated County Traffic and LOS, which determined 
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that the proposed project would result in a significant impact associated with 
increases in VMT and ADT. In addition, DEIR Section 2.17.3.1, Issue 1: Compliance 
with AB 32, determined that the proposed project would result in a significant impact 
associated with an increase in greenhouse gas emissions. Please refer to response 
to comment G4-9 for additional information regarding the plan to ground analysis 
included in the DEIR. 

G9-12 The County did consider mitigations to improve transit services in order to reduce 
VMT and ADT. DEIR Section 2.15.6.6, Alternative Transportation, provides a list of 
General Plan Update policies and mitigation measures that would reduce VMT and 
ADT in the County by promoting walking, biking or alternative transportation use. 
These include: Policy LU-5.1, Reduction of Vehicle Trips with Communities; Policy 
LU-5.4, Planning Support; Policy LU-11.6, Office Development; Policy M-8.1, Transit 
Service for Transit-Dependent Populations; Policy M-8.3, Transit Stops that Facilitate 
Ridership; Policy M-8.7, Inter-Regional Travel Modes; Policy M-9.2, Transportation 
Demand Management; and mitigation measures Tra-6.1, Tra-6.3, Tra-6.4, and Tra-
6.5. 

 
 


	G 1 Audubon R2C
	G 2 Back Country R2C
	G 3 BIA R2C
	G 4 East County Construction R2C
	G 5 pt 1, EHL R2C
	G 5 pt 2, EHL R2C
	G 5 pt 3, EHL R2C
	G 6 Farm Bureau R2C
	G 7 SDAR R2C
	G 8 SOLV R2C
	G 9 Sierra Club R2C

